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1Introduction
The Crisis of Value
Keiner springt über seinen Schatten.  
No one can leap over his own shadow. 
(GA 40: 208; IM: 214)
Nietzsche, in dessen Licht und Schatten  
jeder Heutige mit seinem “für ihn” 
oder “wider ihn” denkt und dichtet…
Nietzsche, in whose light or shadow  
every contemporary thinks and poeticizes, 
 in being “for him” or “against him,”… 
 (GA 9: 252; QB: 321).
The notion of value in its specifically philosophical sense is a young one - one that only 
developed after the end of the nineteenth century. Before then, there is no “philosophy of 
values” as such.1 Why is it that a philosophy of values develops so late? As Gianni Vattimo 
(1977: 115) points out, it could be that its development is concomitant with the emergence 
of the empirical, scientific view of reality, a view that comes to its fullest flowering only 
in the twentieth century. From the perspective of modern science, reality is measurable, 
and objective knowledge thereof is attainable. In addition, from this perspective, the idea 
that value is a constitutive aspect of a measurable and objectively knowable reality seems 
patently absurd. This is because values are thought of as comprising a separate realm of 
existence – the domain of Sollen as opposed to that of Sein. This splitting of the “ought” and 
the “is” yields a significant number of problems for value theory. As J.L. Mackie (1977: 38) 
explains, for example: “[i]f there were objective values, then they would be entities or 
1  As pointed out by Abraham Edel (1988), the concept of value itself only develops from the 
science of economics of the eighteenth century. Edel further explains that the concept is then 
further developed in nineteenth century philosophy, culminating in its almost commonplace 
usage in the social sciences and public discourse of the twentieth century. Value theory (or 
axiology) is claimed to have only been introduced into English by W. M. Urban in his 1906 work 
Valuation: Its Nature and Laws. 
2The Crisis of Value
qualities or relations of a very strange sort, utterly different from anything else in the 
universe.” Yet, if we deny that values are “real” or “objective” in any meaningful sense, we are 
faced with the question of how they do not remain impotent in directing human judgement 
or action. Christine Korsgaard, in her Sources of Normativity expresses the difficulty thus:
We seek a philosophical foundation for ethics in the first place because we are afraid that 
the true explanation of why we have moral beliefs and motives might not be one that 
sustains them. (Korsgaard 1996b: 49)
The crisis of values referred to in the title of this introduction is then not the problem of 
values as is commonly expressed in popular understanding. Rather, the crisis referred to 
here is the crucial issue that any philosophy of value (ethical or aesthetic) must address 
- navigating the division between “what is” and “what ought to be.” The current work 
considers the question of how German philosophers Friedrich Nietzsche and Martin 
Heidegger variously attempt to solve the above-mentioned problem of the relation 
between the “is” and the “ought.”
Friedrich Nietzsche, named by Paul Ricoeur (1970: 32-36) as a “modern master of suspicion,”2 
can be seen as a central figure in the questioning of the presuppositions of the philosophy 
of values. One of the tasks that Nietzsche sets for the philosopher - resisting “familiar values 
in a dangerous way”3 (JGB/BGE 4 KSA 5. 18) - involves solving “…the problem of values 
and deciding on the hierarchy of values”4 (GM/GM I 17 “Note” KSA 5. 289). As “physician 
of culture,”5 Nietzsche provides a radical critique of the “highest” (oberste) values – the 
religious, cognitive, aesthetic and moral values raised, in his view, to a questionable status. 
Nietzsche further proposes an Umwerthung aller Werthe6 as a remedy to the nihilism 
2  Ricoeur identifies two “solicitations” to hermeneutical philosophy: “[T]he school of suspicion,” 
led by “Nietzsche, Marx and Freud,” and the exegetical school of “Dilthey, Bultmann and Eliade” 
(Ricoeur 1950: 34-36, 40-44). In Ricoeur’s view, the three masters of suspicion are already “on 
the way” to hermeneutics and, significantly, “[i]t is the whole of philosophy that becomes 
interpretation with Nietzsche (Ricoeur 1950: 34-35). Ricoeur’s position is disputed by Michel 
Foucault (1984: 97-110) in his “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History.” Foucault claims that Nietzsche is 
not practicing a hermeneutics of suspicion because even though he does question our cultural 
self-interpretation, he does not assume that the distorted interpretation in our cultural practices 
is the result of a deliberate concealment of an undistorted one.
3  “…das heisst freilich auf eine gefährliche Weise den gewohnten Werthgefühlen Widerstand 
leisten…”
4  “…dass der Philosoph das Problem vom Werthe zu lösen hat, dass er die Rangordnung der 
Werthe zu bestimmen hat. —”
5  See Van Tongeren (2000: 2-13) for a penetrating discussion of Nietzsche’s view of the philosopher 
as the “physician of culture.” 
6  As will be explained in more detail in Chapter 3, although I admit that Daniel Conway’s (1997) 
suggestion regarding an English translation for Nietzsche’s term “Umwerthung” is an insightful 
one, I choose nonetheless to employ “revaluation” as a translation for the term. Conway 
suggests that we should perhaps: “… take advantage of the ambiguity of Umwerthung and 
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resulting from these highest values being devalued, a remedy which is later questioned by 
Martin Heidegger, the philosopher of the “question of Being.”7
If Nietzsche can be seen as the “moral”8 philosopher par excellence due to his sustained focus 
upon the critique and revaluation of moral values,9 then Heidegger’s contribution in this regard 
appears especially meagre. Heidegger declines to write an ethics dealing with rules that say 
how human being “…ought to live in a fitting manner” (GA 9: 183; LoH: 268), since in his view, 
“…such names as ‘logic’, ‘ethics’, and ‘physics’, begin to flourish only when originary thinking 
comes to an end. During the time of their greatness the Greeks thought without such headings” 
(GA 9: 147; LoH: 241, CFB). Calling “ethics” a mere “heading” and refusing to allow any ethical 
or “moral-existentiell” (GA 9: 163; LoH: 253) conclusions to be drawn from his writings can, 
in my view, be better understood only in the context of Heidegger’s unfavourable remarks 
about the concept of value.10 As such, the current work focuses upon Heidegger’s rejection 
of value-thinking by specifically investigating his appraisal of Nietzsche as value-thinker. The 
aim is to provide a reading of Heidegger’s Auseinandersetzung (confrontation) with Nietzsche 
by focusing upon the concept of value, in order to pose the question of whether Heidegger’s 
attempt to circumvent the division between Sein and Sollen can in any way provide a fruitful 
basis for an “ethics” (or even an aesthetics).
employ the term revaluation to describe any reversal of existing values, while reserving the 
term transvaluation for the originary act of creating new values. In this light, any Umwerthung 
accomplished by Nietzsche himself must therefore constitute a revaluation of all values.” 
(Conway 1997: 182). It is my view that acknowledging the distinction Conway is attempting to 
highlight can be achieved without having to employ two terms.
7  Heidegger approaches this question from varying vantage points in his writing. As Jacques 
Taminiaux explains, in Sein und Zeit the question is expressed as the “question of the meaning of 
Being” while the writings dating from the late thirties express it as the “question of the truth of 
Being” and the last writings express it as the attempt to “step beyond metaphysics” (Taminiaux 
1999a: 225).
8  The use of scare quotes is deliberate here since the question of whether Nietzsche can be 
seen as an “immoralist” is much-debated. What Nietzsche himself sometimes refers to as his 
“immoralism” is discussed by Philippa Foot in her “Nietzsche’s Immoralism” (in Schacht, 1994: 
3-14) as well as Maudemarie Clark (in Schacht, 1994: 15-34) amongst others. My position, very 
briefly here, is that Nietzsche rejects only a specific kind of morality, and so can only be seen as 
an “immoralist” in this limited and specific sense. I utilize Nietzsche’s own distinction between 
ethics and morality as explained by James Conant to support my position. As Conant (in Schacht 
2011: 218, emphasis CFB) explains: “In keeping with the rhetorical strategy of his later writings, 
Nietzsche often uses the term ‘ethics’ in a broader (positive) sense (especially in connection 
with Greek ethical thought), on occasion opposing it to (a narrower notion of) ‘morality.’ He 
thus seeks to displace (what he calls in his later writings) ‘morality’ through recourse to an 
appeal to something that, as he repeatedly concedes, is not exactly not morality.”
9  As will be acknowledged, Nietzsche’s critique is not limited to moral values, but he does devote 
extensive attention to these, and so they receive the most attention in the current work.
10 Joanna Hodge’s Heidegger and Ethics (1995) is just one example of a number of recent attempts to 
show that ontology can indeed be ethical in intent. I provide the beginnings of a consideration 
of this question in Chapter 4.
4The Crisis of Value
The Complexity of the Confrontation
At first glance, it seems that Nietzsche and Heidegger are radically opposed when 
considering the question of value. Heidegger’s fundamental concern is the question of Sein 
(Being)11 and so value, a concept so fundamental to Nietzsche, is interpreted by Heidegger 
as only one way of revealing what Heidegger sees as the concealed essentiality of Being.12 
On the other hand, the few comments Nietzsche has about Being are, at best, disparaging. 
Navigating the breach between value and Being then becomes a central place of difference 
between these thinkers, with Heidegger proposing that Being must be “let be,” and 
Nietzsche suggesting that a revaluation of all values must be undertaken.
However, Heidegger’s extended engagement with Nietzsche is not merely as simple as 
this. As demonstrated by Wolfgang Müller-Lauter’s (1992/1993b) division of Heidegger’s 
thinking on Nietzsche into five phases, the Heideggerian reception of Nietzsche’s thought 
is not limited only to what appears in the Nietzsche-Buch, as is sometimes assumed. As 
Müller-Lauter carefully shows, Heidegger’s earliest reception of Nietzsche, as well as 
Nietzsche’s concepts of “will” and “power,” is indeed generally positive. In the introduction 
to his Habilitationsschrift, for example, Heidegger writes:
Die Philosophie gilt wie jede andere Wissenschaft als Kulturwert. Zugleich ist es aber 
ihr Eigenstes, den Anspruch auf Geltung und Funktion als Lebenswert zu erheben. 
Philosophisches Gedankengut ist mehr als eine wissenschaftliche Materie, mit der man sich 
beschäftigt aus persönlicher Vorliebe und dem Willen zur Förderung und Mitgestaltung der 
Kultur. Die Philosophie lebt zugleich in einer Spannung mit der lebendigen Persönlichkeit, 
schöpft aus deren Tiefe und Lebensfülle Gehalt und Wertanspruch. Zumeist liegt daher jeder 
philosophischen Konzeption eine persönliche Stellungnahme des betreffenden Philosophen 
zugrunde. Dieses Bestimmtsein aller Philosophie vom Subjekt her hat Nietzsche in seiner 
unerbittlich herben Denkart und plastischen Darstellungsfähigkeit auf die bekannte Formel 
gebraucht vom “Trieb, der philosophiert” (GA 1: 137-138)
Philosophy, like every other science, is seen as having a cultural value. But at the same time, 
what is ownmost to philosophy is its claim to be of worth and to function as a value of life. 
Philosophical ideas are more than scientific material, with which one might concern oneself 
as a result of personal preference and the will to further and to participate in the formation 
of culture. At the same time, philosophy lives in a tension with the living personality, it 
draws content and a claim to value from its depths and the fullness of life. As a result, every 
11 When translating Heidegger’s Sein, many commentators use the lower case “being” in order to 
prevent creating the impression which could be implied by capitalisation in English, i.e. that 
Heidegger means some sort of Supreme Being. However, in my view, this usage may result in 
confusion with “beings” (das Seiendes). For this reason, I use the capitalised “Being” to translate 
Sein throughout this text. When drawing upon English translations that use the lower case 
version, I adjust the translation to ensure consistency. 
12 See Heidegger’s discussion in GA 5: 226-230; NW: 169-172 for example.
5Catherine F. Botha
philosophical conception is grounded by a personal position-taking of the philosopher 
concerned. This determination of philosophy by the subject was captured by Nietzsche in 
his relentlessly severe way of thinking and in the plasticity of his representation with the well-
known phrase “the drive that philosophises” (Translation CFB)
In addition, in his venia legendi lecture on the concept of time, Heidegger approvingly refers 
to a “philosopher’s will to power” (GA 1: 357, CFB) - one of the Nietzschean concepts he 
later criticizes. And in Sein und Zeit (Being and Time), although Nietzsche is mentioned only 
three times in passing, the references here are also in a generally favourable light.13
Müller-Lauter does, however, neglect to mention that not all of Heidegger’s early comments 
on Nietzsche are wholly positive. An example of what I consider to be Heidegger’s already 
ambivalent reception of Nietzsche is to be found in a newspaper article written by 
Heidegger in 1915: Das Kriegs-Triduum in Meßkirch (The War-Triduum in Messkirch: A Three-
Day Meditation on the War). Heidegger begins by quoting Nietzsche:
Unsere ganze europäische Kultur bewegt sich seit langem schon mit einer Tortur der 
Spannung, die von Jahrzehnt wächst, wie auf eine Katastrophe los: unruhig, gewaltsam, 
überstürzt: einem Strom ähnlich, der ans Erde will, der sich nicht mehr besinnt, der Furcht 
davor hat, sich zu besinnen. (Nietzsche, Wille zur Macht, 1888, Vorrede)
For some time now, our entire European culture has been moving towards a catastrophe, 
with a tormented tension that increases with each decade, restlessly, violently, precipitously, 
like a river that wants to end in a torrent, that no longer deliberates, that is afraid to pause 
and take thought, to meditate. (Nietzsche, Will to Power, 1888, preface)
And then immediately comments:
Der das schrieb, kannte unserer moderne Zeit wie kein Zweiter, verkannte aber auch den 
einzig sicheren Weg zu fruchtbarer Besinnung so gründlich wie kein Zweiter, so zwar, daß er 
selbst zur Aufgipfelung all ihrer innerlichen Zerrissenheit und absoluten Ziellosigkeit wurde. 
Er, der den “höhern Menschen” wollte, entfesselte noch dazu mißverstanden, die “blonde 
Bestie” im Menschen. (Heidegger 2004: 22)
He who wrote these lines knew our modern age as no other, but also mistook the only sure 
way to fruitful mindfulness as thoroughly as no other, so that he himself became the epitome 
of all of the inner tumult and absolute aimlessness of the age. He who wanted the “higher 
man” unleashed, in a misshapen form, the “blonde beast” in man. (Heidegger 2007a: 47)
Consequently, although I agree with Müller-Lauter that the early reception is indeed 
overwhelmingly positive, it can only be said to be so in broad strokes. My view is that 
references like the one above demonstrate that the ambivalence that comes to the fore 
more clearly in Heidegger’s later reception of Nietzsche is already present, even in the early 
work.
13 See SZ (pp. 264; 272n vi; 396); BaT (pp. 244; 251 note 8; 362).
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The second phase of Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche begins, in Müller-Lauter’s 
(1992/1993b) assessment, with Heidegger’s lectures of 1936. Heidegger’s lecture courses in 
this phase include three courses on Nietzsche, two of which appear in revised form in the 
1961 book Nietzsche. During this phase, he also presents one lecture course on Schelling, one 
on Kant, and the lecture course Grundfragen der Philosophie (Basic Questions of Philosophy). 
It is also at this time (between 1936 and 1938) that the collection of manuscripts that 
would become Beiträge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis) (Contributions to philosophy (On the 
Event)) were composed, even though the Beiträge was only published in 1989.
In the lecture courses of this period, an increasingly critical posture is taken towards 
Nietzsche, despite Heidegger continuing to also emphasise Nietzsche’s greatness as the 
consummator of metaphysics. The complexity of this period is well-illustrated when 
considering the style and approach adopted by Heidegger in his Beiträge zur Philosophie. 
As pointed out by Ernst Behler, this book is not “…like the Nietzsche lectures, a book on 
Nietzsche or his ideas, but [rather] a book of spontaneous, untraditional philosophizing 
that integrates Nietzsche with this process of thought, making him a participant in the 
event”(Behler 1995: 88, emphasis CFB). If Behler is correct, then the Beiträge allows the deep 
influence of Nietzsche on Heidegger’s thinking to be revealed, and so makes any simplistic 
reading of Heidegger’s reception of Nietzsche questionable.
The third phase, in Müller-Lauter’s (1992/1993b: 128) view, is especially identifiable in the 
writings and lectures of 1942-1944, where Heidegger’s criticism of Nietzsche is intensified. 
Here Nietzsche’s role as the consummator of metaphysics is portrayed in wholly negative 
terms. Müller-Lauter’s assessment is confirmed by a number of other commentators, 
who have also noted a discernible change in attitude to Nietzsche during the post-1939 
part of the Nietzsche-Buch. Hannah Arendt, for example, claims that a “reversal” from “…
explicating Nietzsche by going along with him” to a more polemical stance occurs at the 
juncture between the first and second volumes of the Neske edition, i.e. in 1939 (Arendt 
1977-78: 172-3). What is significant here is that the texts of this period are the ones that are 
most often focused upon in the secondary literature, and it is these texts where Heidegger 
provides, in my view, a sometimes unfair caricature of the Nietzschean position.
The fourth phase of Heidegger’s involvement with Nietzsche at the beginning of the 
1950s is, according to Müller-Lauter (1992/1993b: 128), to be found in the texts Was heisst 
Denken? (What is called thinking?), and Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra? (Who is Nietzsche’s 
Zarathustra?). In these texts, which are mostly neglected in the current secondary literature, 
Heidegger emphasises Nietzsche’s insights with regard to the future, particularly because 
he is claimed to have reflected upon the devastation of the earth. In Was heisst Denken?, for 
example, Heidegger comments that:
Man findet, die Welt sei nicht nur aus den Fugen, sondern sie rolle weg ins Nichts des 
Sinnlosen. Nietzsche sagt, alldem weit vorausblickend aus höchstem Standort, bereits in 
den achtziger Jahren des vorigen Jahrhunderts dafür das einfache, weil gedachte Wort: “Die 
Wüste wachst.” (GA 8: 30-31)
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The world, men find, is not only out of joint, but tumbling away into the nothingness of 
absurdity. Nietzsche, who from his supreme peak saw far ahead of it all, had for it as early as 
the eighteen-eighties, the simple, but thoughtful, words: “The wasteland grows.”(WCT: 29)
This new emphasis results in a tension between the texts composed during this phase, and 
those of the previous phase.
Acknowledging the shifting nature of Heidegger’s readings of Nietzsche and allowing the 
tension that emerges as a result of these various “assessments” is consequently an important 
aim of the current work. The contribution I hope to make consists in a carefully considered 
confrontation of Nietzsche’s affirmation with Heidegger’s rejection of thinking in term of 
values that avoids merely playing one philosopher off against the other. I hope to provide 
a balanced assessment of Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche in order to eventually provide 
some preliminary indications of how Heidegger’s rejection of value thinking may indeed 
lend itself to an “ethics” - one which avoids the difficulties that emerge from a thinking in 
values.
Heidegger’s problematic use of Nietzsche’s “texts”
As is well-known, the difficulty of navigating Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche is 
compounded by Heidegger’s extensive use of the Nachlass – notes and fragments which 
Nietzsche did not publish.14 It is on this basis that Heidegger’s interpretation is sometimes 
relegated to the realm of the irrelevant. This is perhaps not surprising since the importance 
given to the Nachlass influences how Nietzsche is interpreted. It can, for example, lead 
to differences “…over the importance of the concept of the will to power (which is 
mentioned rarely in the published works) and the cosmological version of the doctrine 
of eternal recurrence (which appears only in the unpublished works)” (Magnus & Higgins 
1996: 58). The eternal recurrence and the will to power play a central role in Heidegger’s 
interpretation of Nietzsche, and so scholars who support disregarding the unpublished 
material could claim that these concepts are given an illegitimately inflated importance in 
the Heideggerian reading.15
14 To be more precise, the Nachlass can, following Linda Williams (1996: 447) be divided roughly into 
three different kinds of work. Williams (ibid.) identifies the first kind as being comprised of the 
works Nietzsche was editing right before his collapse - Ecce Homo, Nietzsche Contra Wagner, 
and The Antichrist. Since these works were so well-polished, Williams posits that we can safely 
take them as “…equal in status to the works that Nietzsche had already published.” (Williams 
1996: 448) The second kind identified is comprised of Nietzsche’s early writings that were never 
published, and these, like the first kind of writings identified, are also well-polished. The third 
kind of work Williams identifies consists of Nietzsche’s notes from his notebooks that were 
never intended for publication. It is the collection of these notes that were put together in the 
(non-) book The Will to Power that is the primary focus of my discussion here.
15 In this regard, Bernd Magnus (1988: 221-222) provides a brief, but interesting discussion on how 
commentators he refers to as “lumpers” and “splitters” differ in their readings of these two 
Nietzschean concepts.
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Heidegger was, however, well aware of the problem of using the unpublished texts. In fact, 
as noted by Keith Ansell-Pearson and Duncan Large (2006: 305), commentators often 
ignore the fact that Heidegger was one of the first to warn readers against being beguiled 
by the “book” The Will to Power, the collection of notes and fragments put together by 
Nietzsche’s sister and a set of “editors” driven by their own agenda.16 Heidegger explicitly 
notes that The Will to Power is a book falsely ascribed to Nietzsche, being no more than an 
arbitrary selection of the notes from the period 1884-1888. (N1: 413; ERS: 152). Why then 
would Heidegger persist in consulting the notebooks and fragments that Nietzsche did not 
publish, and why would he use the “non-book” The Will to Power?17 Heidegger claims that 
Nietzsche’s “real” philosophy is not to be found in the published texts:
Die eigentliche Philosophie Nietzsches aber, die Grundstellung, aus der heraus er in diesen 
und in allen von ihm selbst veröffenlichten Schriften spricht, kommt nicht zur endgültigen 
Gestaltung und nicht zur werkmäßigen Veröffentlichung, weder in dem Jahrzehnt zwischen 
1879 und 1889 noch in den voranliegenden Jahren. Was Nietzsche zeit seines Schaffens selbst 
veröffentlicht hat, ist immer Vordergrund. (NI: 17)
But Nietzsche’s philosophy proper, the fundamental position on the basis of which he speaks 
in these and in all the writings he himself published, did not assume a final form and was 
not itself published in any book, neither in the decade between 1879 and 1889 nor during 
the years preceding. What Nietzsche himself published during his creative life was always 
foreground. (WPA: 8-9)
Based upon this assessment, Heidegger “…commits himself to a reading of the unpublished 
material by focusing on Nietzsche’s central doctrines, the meaning of which is not self-
evident” (Ansell-Pearson & Large 2006: 306, note 8). Yet even if one were to grant this 
unusual approach, would one not still be justified in claiming that as a result of his use 
of the unpublished material, Heidegger is postulating something that is far removed from 
Nietzsche’s texts, i.e. that one has to do here with a reading that subjugates Nietzsche’s 
thinking to an artificially constructed system solely of Heidegger’s making? 
On closer inspection, it emerges that this view is erroneous: Firstly, as will become evident, 
Heidegger does perform meticulously close readings of some of the published Nietzschean 
texts, in addition to his use of the unpublished material. He also specifically claims that it 
is important to make a distinction between that which was published and that which was 
not:
Bliebe unsere Kenntnis auf das von Nietzsche selbst Veröffentlichte beschränkt, dann könnten 
wir niemals erfahren, was Nietzsche schon wußte und vorbereitete und ständig durchdachte, 
16 As pointed out by Magnus, Stewart and Mileur (1993: 35-46), 934 of the 1067 entries in (the 
second – 1906 – edition of) The Will to Power were never intended for publication.
17 In fact, as is mentioned by Paolo D’Iorio (ND: 1-2) there are at least five versions of this non-book, 
all of them different.
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aber zurückbehielt […] Für das wirkliche Eindringen in den Grundgedanken von Nietzsches 
eigentlicher Philosophie ist es aber von großer Wichtigkeit, zunächst zu scheiden zwischen 
dem, was Nietzsche selbst darüber mitteilte, und dem, was er zurückbehielt. (NI: 266)
If our knowledge were limited to what Nietzsche himself published, we could never learn what 
Nietzsche knew perfectly well, what he carefully prepared and continually thought through, 
yet withheld. […] But in order for us to penetrate successfully the fundamental thought of 
Nietzsche’s philosophy proper, it is very important that at the outset we distinguish between 
what Nietzsche himself communicated and what he withheld (ERS: 15)
Secondly, Heidegger is careful not to characterize his reading of Nietzsche as one that is final. 
He says: ‘We must guard against the presumption that we now belong among those who 
really understand’ (ERS: 181).18 Thirdly, Heidegger is not alone in his use of the unpublished 
material. In his Nietzsche: His Philosophy of Contradictions and the Contradictions of his 
Philosophy (1999c), for example, Wolfgang Müller-Lauter draws attention to a note from 
1887 where Nietzsche says that he does not write for readers but takes notes only for himself 
(Ansell-Pearson and Large 2006: 306, note 8).19 It is on this basis, and the basis of similar 
remarks in the published material such as Jenseits von Gut und Böse (Beyond Good and Evil) 
§ 160, that Müller-Lauter (1999c) defends Heidegger’s controversial view that the “real” 
philosophy of Nietzsche is not to be found in the published texts. In addition, Karl Jaspers, 
Gilles Delueze, Richard Schacht and Arthur Danto are also examples of theorists who are 
willing to draw upon the unpublished material for their interpretations of Nietzsche’s work.
Notwithstanding the points made above, one may still wonder why Heidegger specifically 
consults the “book” Der Wille zur Macht (The Will to Power), when he admits that it is 
not a “‘work’ of Nietzsche’s”20 (NI: 485; WPK: 13), and that it does not reproduce the “…
thought-path of Nietzsche’s will to power, either with regard to its completeness or, above 
18 “Doch hüten wir uns zu meinen, wir seien damit schon Verstehende…” (NI: 445). If we read 
this claim as an indirect acknowledgement by Heidegger that there can never be a final 
understanding of a text, i.e. that the “truth of Nietzsche” or the “totality” of Nietzsche’s text can 
never be finally obtained, then perhaps some doubt can be cast upon Derrida’s claim in Spurs 
that the hermeneutic project “…which postulates a true sense of the text is disqualified…” by 
Nietzsche’s adoption of a multiplicity of styles (1979:107). Even though Heidegger does speak of 
the “truth” or “totality” of Nietzsche’s text, my view is that these claims should be understood 
within the context of Heidegger’s hermeneutical approach which disallows the postulation of 
a final, true meaning of a text, despite its acknowledgement that there are better and worse 
interpretations. See Wachterhauser (1986: 5-41) for a discussion of the hermeneutical approach 
to the question of truth.
19 Wolfgang Müller-Lauter’s (1999c) highly influential book is aligned to Heidegger’s reading on 
this count. However, Müller-Lauter disputes Heidegger’s claim that Nietzsche is a metaphysician, 
by arguing that Nietzsche accentuates the pluralistic character of reality by seeing reality as a 
multiplicity of competing “Wills to Power.”
20 “Dieses Buch ist kein ‘Werk’ Nietzsches.”
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all, with regard to its own pace and law of advance”21 (NI: 486; WPK: 13). Heidegger gives 
us two reasons: the “book” nevertheless contains only what Nietzsche himself wrote down 
(NI: 485-6; WPK: 13), and if we “…free ourselves from the outset and throughout from the 
order imposed on the book” the book is “sufficient” as the basis for attempting to follow 
Nietzsche’s thought-path22 (NI: 486; WPK: 13).
In my view, one can temper the contentiousness of Heidegger’s use of the Nachlass by 
weighing it against selections from the published works. In this way, the reading of the 
unpublished material that Heidegger presents can be to some extent “measured” against 
the work that Nietzsche did publish. My position is similar to that taken by scholars like 
Bernd Magnus and Linda Williams who “…do not advise ignoring the Nachlass entries 
altogether, but they also do not treat the entries with the same degree of confidence as 
the works Nietzsche authorized for publication.” (Williams 1996: 1). Although primary 
importance should be given to the material Nietzsche designated for publication, I do not 
believe that the notes are completely without significance for understanding Nietzsche’s 
philosophy. They are after all Nietzsche’s notes.23 As will be shown, my chosen approach 
reveals differences between the published and unpublished material, and this certainly 
affects the defensibility of Heidegger’s reading in places.
Justification, Aims and Overview
Even though his interpretation continues to influence the reception of Nietzsche’s work, 
Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche has mostly inspired a negative and sometimes hostile 
reaction. Heidegger is criticised as having misappropriated Nietzsche in a self-serving 
and even malicious manner.24 Magnus (1997, xvii) succinctly expresses the reason for the 
now almost common-place rejection of Heidegger’s interpretation: “[It] may not be good 
Nietzsche but [it is] first-rate Heidegger.” Another reason for this negative reception is, as 
21 “Das vorliegende Buch ‘Der Wille zur Macht’ gibt freilich weder hinsichtlich Vollständigkeit 
noch vor allem hinsichtlich der Vollständigkeit noch vor allem hinsichtlich seines Ganges und 
Schrittgesetzes den Gedankengang Nietzsches zum Willen zur Macht wieder…”
22 “Nur müssen wir uns von vornherein und überall von der im Buch vorgelegten Anordnung 
freimachen.”
23 This statement may certainly be misconstrued. As Magnus (1988: 229) points out, claiming that 
the Nachlass is “representative” of Nietzsche’s thinking (as I do here) could be either “trivially 
true or misleading.” As such, Magnus (ibid.) distinguishes between three senses in which 
entries in the Nachlass may be said to “represent” Nietzsche’s thinking: first, where entries in 
the published writings and Nachlass are virtually identical; second, where entries that were 
deliberately abandoned by Nietzsche appear in the Nachlass; and third, where entries appear 
in the Nachlass that can be identified as serving as “significantly altered raw materials” for the 
published work. It is in the first and third senses of “represent” that I intend my claim here.
24  For example, by Victor Farias, Richard Wolin and Tom Rockmore. In my view, however, Babette 
E. Babich’s (1992) Heidegger’s Silence, as well as the contributions from Robert Bernasconi, Reiner 
Schürmann and Dominique Janicaud, provides a more measured response.
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has already been mentioned, that the writings and lectures of 1942-1944 (where Heidegger’s 
polemic against Nietzsche is at its most virulent) have received the most attention, whilst 
the earlier and later writings are mostly ignored. 
In relation to the focus of the current work, Heidegger’s eschewal of valuative-calculative 
thinking has also evoked a negative response, in part due to the impression that Heidegger’s 
thinking cannot and does not lend itself to an ethics. As Scott explains, when referring to 
Sein und Zeit, for example: 
One reads much about a regrettable lack of ethical relevance in Heidegger’s Being and Time, 
or of the book’s suspected vulnerability to fascist values. Such criticism is usually made from 
an ethical point of view that intends to require that all viable ontologies show that [B]eing 
brings with itself ethical expectation, guidance, or imperative. That the occurrence of [B]eing 
is interruptive of all formations of value – that formations of value might be at odds with their 
existence in their existence – is considered an unethical or antiethical claim that is dangerous to 
human well-being (1996: 197, emphasis CFB) 
Scott claims, on the contrary, that “…the ethical and political relevance of Being and Time 
is found in the absence of an ethics or politics; and […] this absence, when appropriated in 
our ethics and politics, is to the advantage of human life.”(ibid.) It is this view that I attempt 
to support in the final chapter of this work.
The primary aim is to determine the basis and the justification of Heidegger’s critique of 
the philosophies of value by means of an almost exclusive focus on his engagement with 
Nietzsche’s work, so as to better understand the demands that Heidegger’s thinking 
places upon these philosophies. Although I agree (and show) that Heidegger’s reading of 
Nietzsche is highly problematic in a number of instances, I argue that in his rejection of 
value-thinking, Heidegger is able to escape the difficulties of navigating the breach between 
Sein and Sollen in a way which Nietzsche cannot.
Heidegger and Nietzsche agree that human being cannot but value, and yet Heidegger faults 
Nietzsche (and others) for remaining mired in value-thinking because they believe value is 
conferred by human being. Heidegger’s reasoning is that believing that values are given by 
human being generates the subjective-objective distinction between fact and value that 
eventually results in the devaluation of values lamented by Nietzsche, i.e. nihilism. In order 
to solve this problem, Heidegger sidesteps this distinction by locating value not in human 
being, but as something “given” to human being in her cultural locus - as something already 
nascent in her “world.”
In short, Heidegger’s objection to the Nietzsche’s remedy for nihilism - the creation of 
new values - is that it is a misunderstanding of the genuine nature of value. In Heidegger’s 
view, value is not open to re-evaluation because it is something that cannot be created or 
invented, but rather something that is simply acknowledged.25 For Heidegger, if values are 
25 This is also pointed out by Julian Young (1995).
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thought of as the product of human choice, they lose their potency – for him, “no one dies 
for mere values”26 (GA 5: 102; AWP: 77). It is my contention that this hermeneutic position, 
which is indeed anticipated by Nietzsche, and which has been taken up more recently in 
different ways and with varying degrees of success by other theorists, provides a more 
satisfying “solution” to the problem of the rift between Sein and Sollen.
The first chapter of the current work sets out my reading of Heidegger’s idiosyncratic view 
of values and valuing by means of tracing the development of his earlier understanding 
of the term. I begin with the earlier work in order to later demonstrate how Heidegger’s 
thinking on value develops after the so-called Kehre (“turn”) in the 1930s. My focus is on 
showing how the beginnings of an attempt to unite fact and value that are only nascent in 
the earlier work (Sein und Zeit especially) is eventually achieved in Heidegger’s post-Kehre 
thinking. Even though an explicit and detailed discussion of values is absent in Sein und 
Zeit and much of Heidegger’s earlier work (there are no more than twelve allusions to or 
mentions of the term in Sein und Zeit, for example), I show in this chapter that the notion 
is indeed relevant in the earlier thinking, considering specifically Heidegger’s assessments 
of Rickert and Scheler. From a selection of literature considering Heidegger’s criticism of 
Scheler’s thinking on value, I extract five points which I later use to guide my examination 
of Heidegger’s readings of Nietzsche. In short, I conclude that, for Heidegger, thinking in 
values is problematic if: 1) values are presented as predeterminations of things present-to-
hand; 2) values are conceived of as a-historical and enduringly present; 3) values are viewed 
as having a specific ontological status - of beings present-at-hand that “round out” an 
ontology of the world; 4) values are seen as projections of a willing “subject;” and 5) values 
are approached via a method that is considered foundational.
I then devote the next two chapters to placing my own reading of two of Nietzsche’s “key 
words” (the will to power and the eternal return); and then his conception of values and 
valuation; as well his proposal to revalue all values, alongside Heidegger’s interpretations 
thereof. This includes providing an interpretation of Nietzsche’s conception of Being and 
Becoming, as well as a critical appreciation of Heidegger’s Seinsgeschichte. In doing so, I give 
attention to Heidegger’s understanding of “metaphysics” in order to eventually be able 
to interrogate the cleft between Sein and Sollen that Heidegger identifies in the history of 
metaphysics. For Heidegger, the birth of the disjunction between Being and value in the 
work of Plato represents the beginning of the decline of the West – a process of progressive 
Seinsvergessenheit – and so in his view, our age is nihilistic since we no longer have a 
revelation of Being that is adequate to generate value.
In order to place my own reading of two of the “key words” alongside Heidegger’s I 
concentrate chiefly on selections from Jenseits von Gut und Böse (Beyond Good and Evil); 
Zur Genealogie der Moral (On the Genealogy of Morality); and Also sprach Zarathustra (Thus 
Spoke Zarathustra), but I do also draw from some of the unpublished notes. These readings 
26 “Keiner stirbt für bloße Werte”.
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are devoted to revealing the deficiencies I identify in Heidegger’s interpretation. In addition 
to placing Heidegger’s reading and my own into counterpoint in the second chapter, I 
also discuss some problems with Nietzsche’s position that are not directly mentioned by 
Heidegger in the third chapter, most specifically what has become known as the “authority 
problem,” as well as the problem of relativism. I conclude that Nietzsche’s perspectivalism27 
can be interpreted in a way to avoid the charge of a facile relativism, and that the authority 
problem can also be addressed by reading Nietzsche as a proto-contextualist. The third 
chapter culminates in a reading of Nietzsche’s understanding of valuation and revaluation 
using the five points of criticism Heidegger ventures against value thinking that were 
identified in Chapter 1.
In the fourth and final chapter, I provide the beginnings of a consideration of Heidegger’s 
view that values are given to Dasein by her very way of being and are not the products of 
free invention or “creation.” This is contrasted with Nietzsche’s suggestion that new values 
need to be created by the humans of the future, as discussed in the preceding chapters. The 
question that guides this concise and largely exploratory chapter is whether Heidegger’s 
rejection of value thinking could be a fruitful approach for developing an ethics. As such, 
it further develops, in line with Scott and others, my consideration of the claim that it is 
unethical to posit that the happening of Being is interruptive of all formations of value. 
The chapter is not intended to provide an exhaustive exploration of the ramifications of 
Heidegger’s rejection of value thinking, but rather has the more modest aim of beginning to 
work out whether and how the assertion that the ethical relevance of Heidegger’s work is 
found precisely in the absence of an “ethics” based upon value, can find support.
The concluding chapter brings together the preceding analyses, summarizing the main 
points of the thesis: that Heidegger is correct in his claim that Nietzsche’s reading is 
deficient in ignoring the reciprocal determination of each other by Being and value, despite 
the oftentimes violent and problematic nature of Heidegger’s assessment in many places; 
that the ethical relevance of Heidegger’s work can be found precisely in his rejection of 
value-thinking; and finally, that it is in his rejection of value thinking that Heidegger makes a 
significant contribution to philosophy.
An Overview of the Literature
Summarising the work of previous commentators who have interrogated the question of 
value in the work of Heidegger and Nietzsche is complicated by the fact that the intricacy of 
the Heideggerian and Nietzschean texts, sometimes exaggerated and sometimes disguised 
by these commentators, has resulted in varied, often contradictory interpretations. 
An astonishingly vast array of texts have been devoted to understanding Nietzsche’s 
conception of values, most merely accepting the cleft between value and Being as a given 
27 I use Babette Babich’s nomenclature throughout, since I agree with her that “perspectivism” 
does not capture the radicalness of Nietzsche’s approach. See Babich (1999).
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(or as neatly solved by Nietzsche’s approach), without pause to reconsider the origins or 
defensibility of this split. On the other hand, there have been comparatively few attempts 
to critically consider Heidegger’s conception of values.
In view of its importance, and in view of the huge diversity of texts that have been devoted 
to Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche, it is also surprising that, to my knowledge, no full-length 
study devoted to an exploration of the question of value in the context of their confrontation 
has been attempted in the Anglophone world. The discussion has been fragmented and 
scattered amongst articles and chapters of books, and it is to this fragmented conversation 
that I now turn. It must be noted that the discussion here is not comprehensive, i.e. I cannot 
here mention all the texts that will be consulted in the chapters that follow; and also that 
although the texts mentioned are the ones that I have identified as particularly relevant to 
a study of this nature, I do not pretend to engage in a full discussion of each in the chapters 
that follow.
In English, the text that stands out as a clear and detailed discussion of Heidegger’s views on 
the question of value by means of focusing specifically on Heidegger’s critical assessment 
of Scheler is Parvis Emad’s Heidegger and the Phenomenology of Values: His Critique of 
Intentionality (1981). Emad’s aim in the book is to show how Scheler’s affirmation and 
Heidegger’s rejection of value is the result of their opposed stance regarding the problem 
of time. Emad devotes a chapter to unravelling the question of value as it develops in 
Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche, but the chapter is not the main focus of the book, and 
remains, in my view, incomplete. In a similar vein, in his article “Heidegger’s Value-Criticism 
and its Bearing on the Phenomenology of Values” (1978) Emad argues that Heidegger 
nowhere makes any effort to substantiate his rejection of thinking in terms of values by 
critically coming to terms with the phenomenology of values. As Emad (1978: 191) points 
out, it seems that Heidegger conflates the phenomenological with the metaphysical, that is, 
Nietzschean conception of value. As such, Emad’s article is devoted to asking the question 
of whether the phenomenological conception of value can be designated as metaphysical 
in Heidegger’s sense of the term.
Related to this, the most sustained focus on Heidegger’s reading of Scheler in terms of the 
notion of value is surely to be found in the work of Manfred S. Frings. Frings devotes a large 
number of shorter length contributions to investigating Heidegger’s conception of value, 
most notably: “Person und Dasein: Zur Frage der Ontologie des Wertseins” (1969) and “The 
Background of Max Scheler’s 1927 reading of Sein und Zeit: A critique of a critique through 
Ethics.” (1992) Frings’ contributions are, like Emad’s, generally devoted to showing how 
Heidegger’s reading of Scheler is inaccurate or incomplete. 
Also interrogating Heidegger’s understanding of Scheler in terms of value are Hans Reiner’s 
“Duty and Inclination” (1983)28 and Phillip Blosser’s “Reconnoitering Heidegger’s critique of 
28 Especially pages 146-67 and 295-98.
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value theory” (1991). Reiner and Blosser argue along similar lines to Frings that Heidegger’s 
critique of value theory is untenable, providing corrective readings of Heidegger’s critique 
of Scheler’s philosophy. Three additional essays dealing with the same theme occur in a 
collection entitled Phenomenology of Values and Valuing (1997): Thomas Nenon’s “Values, 
Reasons for Actions and Reflexivity”; Kenneth Stikkers’ “Values as Ontological Difference” 
and Phillip Blosser’s “Scheler’s Theory of Values Reconsidered.” These essays all deal variously 
with some of the problems raised by Heidegger with regard to the phenomenology of 
values predominantly focusing on his reading of Scheler.
Even though mention of Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche as it relates to the concept of 
value is scant in the above-mentioned texts, all of above-mentioned contributions provide 
a valuable point of reference for this study, specifically: If Heidegger’s reading of Scheler’s 
philosophy in terms of value requires correction, what are the problems with this reading, 
and are they not perhaps the same problems that occur in Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche? 
My consideration of this question, drawing upon the above-mentioned works, proves, I 
believe, instructive in guiding my attempt to understand Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche 
as value-thinker, as well as Heidegger’s own view of value. 
A number of other shorter length contributions form part of the general critical reception 
of the question of values in Heidegger’s thinking, including Ingo Farin’s 1998 discussion 
of “Heidegger and Value Philosophy” and Jacques Taminiaux’s “Heidegger on Values.” 
(1999a) Taminiaux’s paper is of importance for this study since in raising the suspicion that 
Heidegger’s “…later critique of Plato and Nietzsche as metaphysicians of value is first of all 
a critique of Heidegger by himself,” (1999a: 239) he also raises the question of how it could 
be possible to come to terms with the notion of value from a merely ontological viewpoint. 
Dick White’s article “Heidegger on Nietzsche: The Question of value” (1988) argues that 
Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche is inadequate since it fails to grasp the multiplicity in 
use, meaning and origin which concepts such as the will to power, eternal recurrence 
and Übermensch reveal in their practical aspect. In other words, White claims that the 
acceptance of the metaphysical priority of these concepts predisposes Heidegger to ignore 
the workings of Nietzsche’s ethical and practical project, as something secondary to the 
metaphysics it represents. White’s aim is to show that Heidegger’s metaphysical treatment 
of the will to power is flawed because it is undiscriminating, and that his position on will and 
value has dangerous implications. For White, in the encounter with nihilism, it is Nietzsche 
who has the most to teach us. My reading departs from that of White, since I demonstrate 
that although there are indeed a number of deficiencies in Heidegger’s reading, and that 
Heidegger’s position on willing and value could certainly have dangerous implications, a 
closer reading of Heidegger’s interpretations of especially the will to power and the eternal 
return contradicts White’s position.
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In contrast to the critical reception of Heidegger’s rejection of value-thinking, there are, on 
the other hand, some Anglophone contributions which read Heidegger’s position on value 
in terms of Nietzsche differently. In this respect, Babette Babich’s “Heidegger’s Relation to 
Nietzsche’s Thinking: Connivance, Nihilism, and Value” (1999) and Julian Young’s article 
“Being and Value: Heidegger contra Nietzsche” (1995) can be read as attempts to show that 
Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche as value thinker is defensible. It is to Young’s article that 
the current work owes a significant debt. My argument comes to the same conclusions as 
Young’s article, i.e. that Heidegger’s position on value is justifiable. The current work does, 
however, fill out the detail and provide additional justifications for Heidegger’s position 
that Young’s article does not, and so can, in some sense, be seen as a development of the 
position taken by Young.
There are also commentators who attempt a kind of middle ground. David Detmer’s 
article “Heidegger and Nietzsche on ‘thinking in values’” (1989) attempts, for example, to 
show that Heidegger’s criticism of Nietzsche is misguided by aiming to demonstrate that 
Heidegger’s objection to Nietzsche is undermined by his own conception of philosophy 
and that it itself is an example of “thinking in values.” Detmer argues that Heidegger’s 
criticism of any and all evaluative messages is itself an evaluative message, despite the fact 
that he does see this message, when taken as an evaluative one, as valuable. Detmer’s aim 
in general is, however, to show that Nietzsche and Heidegger represent complimentary 
positions. It is my contention that Detmer’s position is based upon a misunderstanding of 
Heidegger’s stance, although I do acknowledge that there are certainly a number of places 
where Heidegger’s significant debt to Nietzsche is illustrated in the resonance between 
their standpoints.
There are some texts which, in my view, further develop Heidegger’s thinking on the 
question of values. As previously mentioned, Charles E. Scott’s The Question of Ethics: 
Nietzsche, Foucault, Heidegger (1990) is relevant here, and turns around the claim that in 
Heidegger’s Rectoral address of 1933, the prominence of the question of ethics lapses. For 
Scott, the reason for this lapse is that Nietzsche’s ascetic ideal continued to play a role in 
Heidegger’s thought, mitigating the possibilities of the question of ethics. In his later “On 
the Advantages and Disadvantages of Ethics and Politics” (1996) Scott pursues a similar line 
of thought by examining the paradox that our ethical and political ideals may perpetuate 
the very evils they intend to prevent. He takes as his point of departure the question of 
ethics: that values in their pursuit in the West often perpetuate their own worst enemies, 
and attempts to work out a way of thinking that makes evident the advantages of the non-
ethical and the non-political for ethical and political life (Scott 1996: 197). 
In this context, John Caputo’s Against Ethics must be mentioned since he claims: 
It was Heidegger who first filled my mind with these impious thoughts about ethics, who 
first tempted me to consider the idea that we do not need ethics, that there is something to 
be said for getting beyond ethics, or even taking a stand against ethics. (Caputo 1993: 2) 
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Although his discussion does not directly focus on Heidegger’s critique of value as it occurs 
in Nietzsche, it raises a closely related question. Caputo posits that to be “against” ethics 
is, for Heidegger, to be for something more primordial - a more originary ethics – which 
Caputo eventually rejects. Both these contributions and the questions they raise are 
of relevance in the fourth chapter of the current work, where I begin an exploration of 
whether Heidegger’s rejection of values (and so also an ethics or aesthetics based upon 
values) is sustainable in any meaningful way.
As far as texts that investigate the question of value in Nietzsche’s thinking go, it is 
particularly challenging to mention only a few. In the same manner as with the exposition 
above, I here again only refer to those texts that have a direct bearing on elements of the 
present study. Most relevant to this study is Hans Joas’ The Genesis of Values (2000), which 
explores the nature of values in the work of the foremost figures of twentieth century 
philosophy, including both Nietzsche and Scheler (Heidegger’s contribution is not directly 
discussed). Joas argues that only by appreciating the creative nature of human action 
can we understand how values and value commitments arise. Although he characterises 
Nietzsche’s understanding of the genesis of values and especially his revaluation of values as 
“…implausible to the point of absurdity” (Joas 2000: 34) due to its deeply aporetic nature, 
Joas also acknowledges Nietzsche’s enduring significance — as the thinker who emphasized 
the historical and contingent nature of values (Joas 2000: 22). 
E.E. Sleinis’ book Nietzsche’s Revaluation of Values: A Study in Strategies is also relevant to the 
current study, specifically because of its assessment of Nietzsche’s plan to revalue all values 
by concentrating on “…the revaluation potential of the strategies Nietzsche employs” 
from an analytic perspective (Sleinis 1994: 209). This text does not, however, investigate 
Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche, focusing rather on evaluating the strategies Nietzsche 
proposes to use in his revaluation of all values. In my view, Sleinis’ text is highly problematic 
since it does not pause to question the question of value, but merely presupposes its 
legitimacy. I show, in chapter 3, that Sleinis’ reading is deficient on a number of counts, 
most specifically his interpretation of Nietzsche’s revaluation of all values, which does not, 
in my view, square with the evidence from Nietzsche’s published works. Significant articles 
that I also consider in the context of the question of revaluation include Thomas Brobjer’s 
(1996) “On the Revaluation of Values” and Manuel Dries’ (2010) “On the Logic of Values.” 
In contrast to the relative scarcity of full-length texts that investigate Heidegger’s 
Auseinandersetzung with Nietzsche in terms of the question of value in English, there 
are a number of texts in German and French (some of which have been translated into 
English) that explore Heidegger’s view of the question of value. Most notable here is Henri 
Mongis’ Heidegger et la Critique de la Notion de Valeurs (1976), which includes a letter 
preface written by Martin Heidegger. This text is perhaps the most comprehensive study of 
Heidegger’s views on value and value thinking, and traces Heidegger’s thinking throughout 
his career. In his preface to the book, Heidegger comments that Mongis’ “treatment of 
the problem of value…” “…is made the object of an exceptionally subtle and penetrating 
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presentation…” and underlines his view of the “…fundamental significance and necessity 
of a critical elucidation of the notion of value with regard to the totality of the history of 
Western philosophy” (Heidegger in Mongis, 1976: vii). It is not my aim, however, to provide 
a detailed analysis of this text, but rather to develop my own reading of Heidegger’s position 
in the coming chapters.
I also refer to and draw upon aspects of the many texts produced by Wolfgang Müller-
Lauter dealing with understanding the confrontation between Heidegger and Nietzsche, 
some of which have been translated into English. Müller-Lauter’s Nietzsche: His Philosophy 
of Contradictions and the Contradictions of his Philosophy (1999c) is possibly the most 
noteworthy text in this regard. His Heidegger und Nietzsche (2000) is also important in 
this context since in addition to providing a careful and detailed tracing of Heidegger’s 
engagement with Nietzsche, the text also closes with analyses of the readings of Gianni 
Vattimo, Jacques Derrida and Jean Baudrillard. Of these commentators, it is Vattimo who 
focuses most closely on themes related to the focus of the present work, and so I also draw 
upon his contribution.
Vattimo (1993) presents Nietzsche’s “overcoming” of nihilism as coextensive with complete 
nihilism, an overcoming that does not constitute a stage beyond it. For Vattimo, once 
the highest values have been devalued, we cannot pose new values that could be more 
authentic than the ones we have deposed.29 In other words, we cannot pose new categories 
of value without believing that they are just as much errors as those we have deposed. For 
Vattimo, there can be no simple overcoming of nihilism by means of a revaluation of values. 
Complete nihilism cannot be overcome because nihilism is the radical lack of foundation. 
Rather, what the overcoming of nihilism consists in, for Vattimo (1988), is the overcoming 
of the desire to overcome nihilism itself. It is here that I believe that Vattimo’s position can 
be aligned most closely with my interpretation of Heidegger’s notion of Gelassenheit, a 
theme that I begin to explore in the fourth chapter.
Hans-Georg Gadamer admits that he becomes “…the willing victim of that thinker’s 
powerful interpretation of Nietzsche.” (Gadamer 1989c: 93) He claims that:
…[A] deep ambiguity characterises Heidegger’s image of Nietzsche, in that he follows 
Nietzsche into the most extreme positions and precisely at that point he finds the excesses 
[Un-wesen] of metaphysics at work insofar as in the valuing and revaluing of all values Being 
itself really becomes a value concept in the service of the ‘Will to Power’. Heidegger’s attempt 
to think Being goes far beyond such dissolving of metaphysics into values-thinking: or better 
yet, he goes back behind metaphysics itself, without being satisfied, as Nietzsche was, with 
the extreme of its self dissolution (Gadamer 1989a: 25) 
29 Similarly, Hannah Arendt claims that Nietzsche heightened his rebuttal of old values to the 
status of the new value. This is where he forgot, says Arendt, “that a reversed Plato is still Plato” 
(Arendt 1977-78: 176).
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Providing a detailed interpretation of Gadamer’s position is not the focus of the current 
work, but I do draw upon and discuss some of his insights that are relevant to my analysis 
and argument. Specifically, Gadamer’s position, as expressed in the quotation above, is the 
one that most clearly expresses the problematic that will be investigated in the pages to 
follow. 
In the preceding section, I have provided a summary of some of the texts that have 
informed the current work. I cannot claim to have provided a complete overview of all 
the literature dealing with the confrontation between Nietzsche and Heidegger, owing to 
the enormous volume of works available on both these thinkers, but have rather selected 
the most pertinent works from the literature for the current thesis in order to provide a 
starting point for my own exposition.
Summary and Prelude to Chapter 1
The problematic to be addressed in the current work is the question of value as it occurs 
in both the Nietzschean and Heideggerian texts. In this introduction, the complexity of 
the confrontation that Heidegger initiates with Nietzsche as so-called value-thinker was 
described, including a discussion of Heidegger’s oft-criticised use of Nietzsche’s unpublished 
works. The justification, aims and an overview of the argument to be presented were 
discussed, and a selection of some of the main secondary sources drawn upon was 
presented. At this point, it is now possible to begin an exploration and discussion of 
Heidegger’s rejection of values in his earlier work, focusing most specifically on his critique 
of Rickert and Scheler.
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Chapter 1
On the Way to “Nietzsche” – the Early Heidegger on Values 
Man spricht von Lebenswerten, von den Kulturwerten, von Ewigkeitswerten, von der 
Rangordnung der Werte, von geistigen Werten…Man baut Systeme von Werten und 
vervolgt in der Ethik die Schichtungen von Werten…Man hält die Wissenschaft für wertfrei 
und wirft die Wertungen auf die Seite der Weltanschauungen…Der Häufigkeit des Redens 
von Wertern entspricht die Unbestimmtheit des Begriffes. 
(GA 5: 227) 
People speak of life-values, of cultural values, of eternal values, of the hierarchy of values, of 
spiritual values…Systems of values are constructed; in ethics, values are subdivided…The 
sciences are taken to be value-free and value judgements are consigned to world views…
That talk about value is so frequent accords with the indeterminacy of the concept 
(WN: 169-170)
This chapter provides a selective tracing of Heidegger’s view on values which precedes 
his sustained engagement with Nietzsche’s thinking in his Nietzsche-Buch. In order to 
demonstrate how Heidegger’s thinking on value develops in his prolonged and evolving 
“confrontation” with Nietzsche, the chapter aims to show how Heidegger’s attempt to 
dissolve the division between fact and value is already present in his earlier writings that do 
not deal specifically or directly with Nietzsche.
As has already been mentioned, an explicit and detailed discussion of values is largely 
absent in Sein und Zeit and much of Heidegger’s earlier work. Yet, the concept is indeed 
relevant in his earlier thinking, and I contend that this is determinative for his later sustained 
engagement with Nietzsche. Heidegger himself points out the relevance of the earlier work 
to his thinking on Nietzsche in general: he characterises the basic experience of Sein und 
Zeit as an attempt to awaken the forgotten question of the meaning of Being (SZ: 1, BaT: 2) 
and then in Nietzsches Wort “Gott ist tot” (Nietzsche’s Word: God is Dead) he stresses that his 
reflection on Nietzsche’s philosophy necessarily takes place within the boundaries of that 
“area of experience” out of which Sein und Zeit emerged (GA 5: 212; WN: 159).1 The same 
1  The full sentence reads “Die folgende Erläuterung hält sich mit ihrer Absicht und nach ihrer 
Tragweite im Bezirk der einen Erfahrung, aus der Sein und Zeit gedacht ist.”
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point is made in the second volume of Nietzsche, where Heidegger notes that his efforts to 
think what remains “unthought” in the philosophy of Nietzsche can be successful only if it 
is thought on the basis of the fundamental experience (Grunderfahrung) of Sein und Zeit 
(NII: 260; WPK: 189).2 The importance of a critique of value thinking in the earlier work is 
also clearly evident when one considers Heidegger’s discussion of the ready-to-hand and 
the present-at-hand in Sein und Zeit. Slavoj Žižek’s succinct summary is instructive:
Heidegger’s point, of course, is that the proper ontological description of the way Dasein is 
in the world has to abandon the modern Cartesian duality of values and facts: the notion 
that the subject encounters present-at-hand objects on to which he then projects his aims, 
and exploits them accordingly, falsifies the proper state of things: the fact that engaged 
immersion in the world is primordial, and that all other modes of the presence of objects is 
derived from it (Žižek 2000: 15).
As will emerge in the discussion of Nietzsche’s understanding of values and valuation to 
follow in Chapter 3, it is primarily this theme of constant objective presence that Heidegger 
already develops in his early work that he believes is problematic in Nietzsche’s thinking. 
Heidegger does not, however, anywhere directly claim that his early views on values and 
valuation determines his characterisation thereof in the context of his various readings of 
Nietzsche, and so showing the connection more clearly remains an enduring concern in the 
chapters to follow.
After providing a brief overview of some of Heidegger’s concerns in Sein und Zeit, I initiate 
the main discussion in this chapter by considering Heidegger’s critical exchange with 
his mentor, Heinrich Rickert, who incorporates values as the main focus of his “critical” 
methodology. This is followed by a more detailed investigation of Heidegger’s later criticism 
of Scheler’s ethics of values. There are two reasons for taking this approach. First, as was 
mentioned in the introduction, there are a number of commentators who deal critically 
with Heidegger’s reading of Scheler on the question of value. As such, these contributions 
are postulated to be a valuable point of reference for this study, specifically in terms of the 
following question: If Heidegger’s reading of Scheler’s philosophy in terms of value requires 
correction, what are the problems with this reading, and are they not perhaps the same 
problems that occur in Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche? In order to answer these questions, 
I discuss some of the main arguments put forward in these texts, in order to subsequently 
examine whether these points are relevant to Heidegger’s assessment of Nietzsche as value 
thinker. Second, Scheler, the so-called “catholic Nietzsche,” develops a phenomenology that 
can be seen as a reaction to his reading of Nietzsche, and so it certainly seems possible that 
considering Scheler’s views on values may shed some light on Nietzsche’s view thereof.
2  This already suggests that the dividing of Heidegger’s thought into two distinct stages separated 
by a Kehre is misleading. I do not discuss this issue directly here, but have addressed it in Botha 
(2001).
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The discussion that terminates in this chapter, and centres around the points of criticism 
Heidegger raises against Scheler in terms of values, then serves as a prelude to the chapters 
that form the centre-piece of the current work, where Heidegger’s understanding of 
Nietzsche as value thinker is directly approached.
Recapitulation: The Concept of Value
When we consider the notion of value from our contemporary context, it seems reasonable 
to assume that this notion must be at least somehow connected to our thinking about 
the aesthetic and the ethical - to the good and the beautiful. Since the ancient Greek 
philosophers asked questions about the good life or the “Good,” it would then also seem 
reasonable to assume that their thinking would entail the development of value theory in 
some way. Yet no special discipline of value theory emerges in ancient Greek philosophy, 
with the concept of value itself only emerging out of the development of the science of 
economics of the eighteenth century (Edel 1988: 12-36).
But if the problematic of the question of value is not to be found in the philosophies of the 
ancient Greeks, where does it properly emerge? In my view, even though the terminology 
of the philosophy of value is admittedly largely absent from Immanuel Kant’s language, it 
is his philosophy that can be seen as a significant point of reference behind the debates 
emergent in value theory.3 The reason for this assertion is summed up well by Gebhardt 
(1989: 48) when he says: “[t]he realm of values is formulated in opposition to Kant, who 
denied the moral world all empirical character and de-realised the phenomenal world…” 
Before exploring Gebhardt’s claim in more detail, it must be noted that Kant does 
distinguish value (Preis) from worth or dignity (Würde) in his formulation of the categorical 
imperative. He says:
Im Reiche der Zwecke hat alles entweder einen Preis, oder eine Würde. Was einen Preis hat, 
an dessen Stelle kann auch etwas anderes, als Äquivalent gesetzt werden; was dagegen über 
allen Preis erhaben ist, mithin kein Äquivalent verstattet, das hat eine Würde.
In the Kingdom of Ends everything has either value or dignity. Whatever has a value can be 
replaced by something else which is equivalent; whatever, on the other hand, is above all 
value, and therefore admits of no equivalent, has a dignity (Kant 2011: 97).
So for Kant, human beings have an intrinsic worth (Würde) that excludes them from market 
evaluation, whereas value (Preis) refers only to replacement value, i.e. to market exchange. 
Even though Kant is not using the terminology of the philosophy of value (Wert) that later 
comes into usage, Kant’s theory still “… allows for and depends upon the idea of extrinsically 
3  This is similar to Heidegger’s view. He claims that although Kant does not yet think Being as 
value, he believes that it was Kant who cleared the way for the development of value thinking. 
(See NII: 232; N: 176).
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valuable ends whose value comes from the interest people take in them” (Korsgaard 1983: 
173). Gebhardt’s characterisation of the relation of Kant’s philosophy to the philosophy of 
values does not draw upon this distinction, but rather postulates that Kant’s relation to the 
development of the philosophy of values can be identified in a broader sense. How?
As I read it, Kant’s epistemological project is largely motivated by an attempt to re-establish 
a sense of objectivity to human beings’ attempts to know the world. When David Hume 
(1975: 43) casts doubt on the possibility of objective knowledge by characterising causality 
as a mere “constant conjunction” of events and nothing more, Kant, awoken from his 
“dogmatic slumber”, takes it upon himself to turn subjectivity back into objectivity (Pine 
1985). Kant’s solution to the problem that Hume’s scepticism presents is highly original: 
even though he grants that human beings can never know the world as it is in itself (what 
he calls the noumenal world) (Kant 1952: 73, 85 (A 30/B45; A 44/B62)), Kant postulates 
the existence of twelve “categories of perception” (of which causality is one) which “filter” 
all human perception and which make objective knowledge of the world possible in the 
first place (Kant 1952: 161a/b (A 111/B148)). However, in Kant’s attempt to re-establish 
objectivity, the phenomenal world is, as Gebhardt claims, de-realised. Why? Human beings 
can never have access to the noumenal – the world as it really is in itself – and so the 
phenomenal world, even though it is the only world that Kant claims human beings can 
access, remains a kind of secondary reality.4
What then happens to the moral world in Kant’s estimation and how can one make sense 
of the second part of Gebhardt’s claim - that Kant denies the moral world all empirical 
character? In the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant posits that an absolute 
moral principle must be discovered a priori, i.e. by means of principles that are revealed by 
reason (Kant 2011: 5-6). This stands in contrast to what he refers to as “empirical” moral 
philosophy, which is based upon principles inferred through experience - a posteriori 
principles (ibid.). In Kant’s view, an ethics cannot be constructed based upon empirical 
moral philosophy since this approach can only tell us how people do act, but not how they 
ought to act (Kant 2011: 7).
As a result, Kant asserts that in order to discover a universal moral principle which will 
prescribe rather than merely describe human actions, the use of the a priori method is 
necessary. In Kant’s view, the a priori and a posteriori parts of moral philosophy must be 
separated to ensure that we do not confuse truths that are conditional with unconditional 
truths – those that deal with fundamental moral requirements (Kant 2011: 67–69). 
4  It must be noted that this two-world interpretation of Kant’s distinction between the noumenal 
and the phenomenal has fallen from favour. The main opposing view - the so-called “double-
aspect” view - argues that Kant holds that there is only one set of existing objects, but two ways 
of talking about them (see Allison 1973). This does not, however, affect my claim above that 
it is Kant’s views that set the course for the debate that emerge in value theory, since it is the 
interpretation of his work as postulating two sets of existing objects that I contend set the scene 
for the problematic of the “is” and the “ought” that is the focus of the current work.
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From the above, it then seems then that Gebhardt’s claim that Kant denies the moral world 
all empirical character is intended in the specific sense that the empirical part of moral 
philosophy is postulated as unable to yield a universal moral principle by itself. It is on this 
basis then that Kant’s moral philosophy, in its splitting of the a priori and a posteriori, and its 
privileging of the former as a means to discover a universal moral principle, can be seen to 
provide the starting point for the problematic of the “is” and the “ought” that characterizes 
any subsequent enquiry into the realm of values. 
The debate that lies nascent in Kant’s thinking, and is then developed especially in the work 
of Neo-Kantian philosophers, centres around how values can be related to the quest for 
the Good, or, put another way, whether formal value theory is the “…fundamental and 
sufficient context for raising the question of the good life,” (Joas 2000: 8) in the context of 
the question of the objectivity (or subjectivity) of values. And it is in this question that I 
believe Heidegger’s treatment of values finds its impetus.5
The Being-question
In order to better understand Heidegger’s objections to value thinking, it is necessary to 
begin with an introductory exposition of Heidegger’s “guiding question” - expressed in Sein 
und Zeit as the attempt to form a foundation for a question of the meaning of Being (SZ: 
3 BaT: 2). As Babich (1999: 25) points out, apart from the internal context of Heidegger’s 
thought, the Being-question is certainly a “strange obsession,” and so it is critical to attempt 
to understand what precisely Heidegger means when he proposes to pose this question 
anew. 
As Heidegger explains in Sein und Zeit, the guiding question of metaphysics is, in his view, 
‘What is Being?’. Yet he claims that in spite of all the interest in “metaphysics,” the question 
of the meaning of Being has not only been inadequately formulated, but even been 
forgotten (SZ: 21; BaT: 19) in the history of Western philosophy. How does this take place?
For Heidegger, the forgetting of Being that he bemoans begins with the very dynamic of the 
question itself. As he points out, to ask a question is to already project an answer – “Every 
questioning is a seeking. Every seeking takes its direction beforehand from what is sought”6 
(SZ: 5; BaT: 3, emphasis CFB). Why would this be problematic? For Heidegger, the tradition 
of metaphysical thinking:
5  One may already at this stage question how it is possible to identify the good without also 
conceiving it in relation to an evaluative principle, since by rejecting values, Heidegger 
automatically excludes any normative discourse that is expressed in terms of values. The early 
Heidegger seems to be unable to convey a regard for the good, but as I will show in Chapter 4, 
he is later able to develop this idea to some extent in terms of his conceptions of dwelling and 
Gelassenheit. 
6 “Jedes Fragen ist ein Suchen. Jedes Suchen hat sein vorgängiges Geleit aus dem Gesuchten her.”
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…fragt so allgemein und so weit hinaus, daß alle Bemühung, die um diese Frage erwacht 
zunächst und auf langehin nur das Eine anstreben wird, die Antwort auf diese Frage zu finden 
und sicherzustellen (NI: 454-455).
…inquires so universally and so encompassingly that all the efforts incited by it at first and for 
quite some time afterwards strive after this one thing – to find and answer to the question 
and to secure that answer (ERS: 190). 
As Heidegger explains, in trying to secure an answer, the project of questioning forgets the 
question with which it began. Why? In the endeavour to answer a question, the answer 
overshadows that question (ibid.), and as a result, that answer is destroyed: any “…answer 
that bids adieu to the inquiry annihilates itself as an answer”7 (NI: 457-458; ERS: 192). As a 
result of his view regarding the pre-dominance of the answer in the asking of a question, 
Heidegger rejects the prior adoption of a stance with respect to “what is” as a whole. His 
aim is to question the question by means of a sustained enquiry, rather than provide a fixed 
or “secure” answer (NI: 461; ERS: 196). As the “philosopher of the question,” Heidegger’s 
overarching task is to analyse how Being has been understood in the history of Western 
philosophy. It is in this context that his approach, in Sein und Zeit, is to begin with an 
attempt to understand the questioner herself8 — the being of human being.
Heidegger claims that human being is the only entity with some access to an understanding 
of Being – “…it is ontically distinguished by the fact that in its being this being is concerned 
about its very being.”9 (SZ: 12; BaT: 10). He rejects the traditional ways of speaking about 
human being, since these encourage the subject-object division which, as he points out, 
raises interminable problems in explaining how it is, for example, that human being 
can know her world (SZ: 59; BaT: 55). Instead Heidegger uses the term Dasein – literally 
translated as being-there – to describe the situated way of being of the human being. The 
use of the term Dasein is meant to signify that Heidegger regards human being from a 
specific point of view – as a being who is distinguished by her relationship to Being (SZ: 
7; BaT 6), but also as a being who is always situated within a specific context or world. As 
such, Heidegger claims that the basic state of Dasein’s existence is being-in-the-world. He 
contrasts his description with that of Descartes (SZ: 89; BaT 83), who portrays human being 
as a mind located in a material body, and as a subject standing apart from objects that 
can be known in the world. Heidegger subverts the Cartesian opposition, claiming that “… 
7 “…und eine Antwort, die das Fragen verabschiedet, vernichtet sich selbst als Antwort…”
8  In an attempt to achieve the “invisible gender neutrality” (University of Chicago Press Staff 
2003: 233) required by authors; for the sake of consistency; as well as to eliminate the stylistic 
awkwardness resultant from the use of paired pronouns (Dumond 1990), I use the feminine 
pronoun throughout the current work. I do not, however, alter any quotations by other authors, 
but rather leave them in their original format.
9  “Es ist vielmehr dardurch ontisch ausgezeichnet, daß es diesem Seienden in seinem Sein um 
dieses Selbst geht.”
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subject and object are not the same as Dasein and the world”10 (SZ: 60; BaT: 56), since “…
in grasping something, Da-sein does not first go outside of the inner sphere in which it is 
initially encapsulated, but rather, in its primary kind of being, it is always already ‘outside’ 
together with some being encountered in the world already discovered”11 (SZ: 62 BaT: 58).
Most crucial for his understanding of values and valuing, Heidegger’s point here is that 
human beings can never have a disinterested, presuppositionless angle on things from some 
pure, external vantage point – a “view from nowhere” as Thomas Nagel (1974, 1986) would 
say. We can only understand anything at all because we are always already involved in a way 
of life, engaged in dealing with things in our world. In this way, Heidegger’s characterisation 
of Dasein already implicitly alludes to the idea that valuing is not something that takes 
place in a way subsequent to our knowing the world, but that it is part of human being’s 
always already being involved in a world.12 How does Heidegger explain this always already 
being involved in a world? 
In Heidegger’s characterisation, every revealing of a particular being (entity) takes place in 
a context, and it is this that makes that particular being intelligible to us in the first place. 
The pointe shoe in the world of ballet, for example, can be disclosed as something with 
which to dance on the tips of the toes; as a collector’s item for a fan of a particular ballerina; 
as a museum piece to show the evolution of pointe shoe manufacture; as a work of art; as 
a doorstop; or even as an object for punishment. In every case, understanding the pointe 
shoe depends upon the context in which the shoe is revealed. 
Heidegger’s point is that it is impossible for us to consider any being “objectively,” where 
“objectively” means knowing a being outside of all contexts, or knowing a being in all 
possible contexts simultaneously. For Heidegger, a being seen from everywhere (or 
nowhere) is not a thing at all, because such a being is not intelligible in any sense – “If it 
lacks its there, it is not only factically not of this nature, but not at all a being.”13 (SZ: 133; 
BaT: 125).
Heidegger continues to explain that since every disclosure of a particular being takes place 
in a particular context, when that disclosure takes place, the other possibilities of disclosure 
10 “Subjekt und Objekt decken sich aber nicht etwa mit Dasein und Welt.”
11 “Im [...] Erfassen geht das Dasein nicht etwa erst aus seiner Innensphäre hinaus, in die es zunächst 
verkapselt ist, sondern es ist seiner primären Seinsart nach immer schon ‘draußen’ bei einem 
Begegnenden Seienden der je schon entdeckten Welt.”
12 At this point, one could claim that here Heidegger is only agreeing with what Nietzsche already 
claims: that human being cannot but be a “valuing” being. However, as will be discussed in more 
detail in the chapters to come, Heidegger’s characterisation of valuation is as something that is 
never separate from our being, whereas on his reading of Nietzsche, this is not Nietzsche’s claim. 
Even though I grant that Nietzsche can be read as a proto-contextualist, I aim to show that 
Heidegger’s position is one that further develops what Nietzsche begins.
13 “Das Dasein bringt sein Da von Hause aus mit, seiner entbehrend ist es nicht nur faktisch nicht, 
sondern überhaupt nicht das Seiende dieses Wesens.”
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are excluded in that instance. So, to disclose a pointe shoe as a museum object, for example, 
is to simultaneously exclude revealing the shoe as anything else it could be. This is what 
Heidegger means when he explains that every disclosure of a particular being is always 
already a simultaneous covering over of that being. Heidegger’s explanation here leads us to 
a consideration of his characterisation of truth as alētheia (revealing).14
In his reworking of what is understood by “truth”, Heidegger rejects the idea that truth can 
be reduced to the correctness of propositions or empirical accuracy. His view is that the 
disclosedness (Erschlossenheit) of Dasein is the primary place where truth happens. He says: 
Wahrheit ‘gibt es’ nur, sofern und solange Dasein ist. Seiendes ist nur dann entdeckt und nur 
solange erschlossen, als überhaupt Dasein ist. […] Vordem Dasein überhaupt nicht war, und 
nachdem Dasein überhaupt nicht mehr sein wird, war keine Wahrheit und wird keine sein, 
weil sie als Erschlossenheit, Entdeckung und Entdecktheit dann nicht sein kann. (SZ: 226)
‘There is’ truth only insofar as Da-sein is and as long as it is. Beings are discovered only when 
Da-sein is, and only as long as Da-sein is are they disclosed. […] Before there was any Da-sein, 
there was no truth; nor will there be any after Da-sein is no more. For in such a case truth as 
disclosedness, discovering, and discoveredness cannot be. (BaT: 208) 
Consequently, Heidegger’s view is that assertions can only be said to be “true” on the basis 
of the more basic, fundamental openness that characterises human relationships to other 
entities. In addition, the empirical accuracy of our claims is only a derivative of the more 
basic “discoveredness” (Entdecktheit) that characterises entities:
Mit und durch sie ist Entdecktheit, daher wird erst mit der Erschlossenheit des Daseins das 
ursprünglichste Phänomen der Wahrheit erreicht […] Sofern das Dasein wesenhaft seine 
Erschlossenheit ist, als erschlossenes erschließt und entdeckt, ist es wesenhaft “wahr.” Dasein 
ist ‘in der Wahrheit.’ (SZ: 220-221)
With and through it is discoveredness; thus only with the disclosedness of Dasein is the most 
primordial phenomenon of truth attained […] In that Dasein essentially is its disclosedness, 
and, as disclosed, discloses and discovers, it is essentially ‘true.’ Dasein is ‘in the truth.’ (BaT: 
203)
14 At this juncture, I must point out that Heidegger’s view of truth is, in my reading, closely 
comparable to Nietzsche’s. In BT/BT 15 KSA 1.98, Nietzsche characterizes truth as a veiled 
woman, and in JGB/BGE Preface KSA 5.11, he characterizes the philosophers’ search for truth as 
a failed courtship with this veiled woman, due to their inability to understand her nature. The 
philosophers believe that it is possible to completely unveil this woman - to reveal the truth in 
all its nakedness. In contrast, Nietzsche’s own conception of truth underlines the idea that truth 
necessarily includes a holding back - a concealing - which can, in some ways, be seen as similar 
to Heidegger’s characterization of truth as alētheia. See also for example JGB/BGE 34 KSA 5. 53.
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Is this equation of truth with disclosedness not a dangerous move? As Tugendhat complains: 
Heidegger has given the word truth another meaning. The broadening of the concept of 
truth, from truth to assertion to all disclosedness, becomes trivial if all that one sees in truth 
as assertion is the fact that it discloses in general (Tugendhat 1991: 258-9, emphasis CFB).
In other words, does Heidegger’s equation of truth with disclosedness not fail to provide 
us with a way to distinguish truth from untruth in the various modes of disclosedness? 
I believe that Lambert Zuidervaart’s (2004: 77-100) demonstration that Tugendhat’s 
assertion misses an important aspect of Heidegger’s characterisation of truth in the 
quotation above shows that Heidegger’s understanding cannot be relegated to the realm 
of the trivial. Zuidervaart shows that Heidegger introduces (at least) five different ways in 
which truth can be distinguished from untruth:
(1) The discoveredness of entities can be distinguished from their being covered up.  
(2) The disclosedness of the world and of Dasein can be distinguished from their lack of 
disclosedness. (3) The authenticity of Dasein’s disclosedness can be distinguished from the 
inauthenticity of Dasein’s disclosedness. (4) Dasein’s falling prey within its disclosedness can 
be distinguished from Dasein reclaiming itself from falling prey. (5) The illusion (Schein) and 
distortion (Verstellung) into which discovered entities sink (relatively to Dasein’s falling prey) 
can be distinguished from their having being wrested from concealment. (Zuidervaart 2008: 
24)
As such, Heidegger’s characterisation of truth certainly does provide the means to 
distinguish between truth and untruth, and in addition, provides a way to avoid the pitfalls 
of a simplistic adherence to the correspondence theory of truth. Moreover, if one considers 
Heidegger’s discussion of truth in section 44 of Sein und Zeit, it is clear that even though 
Heidegger is saying that all truth is “relative” to the being of Dasein (SZ: 227; BaT: 208), 
he does not mean that the discovery of truth is arbitrary. Rather, his aim is to show “…
how the derivation of assertoric correctness can be possible from a more inclusive ontology 
of truth, since there could be no correct knowledge if the unconcealedness of beings had 
not already placed us in that lighted clearing (jenes Gelichtete) where all entities enter and 
withdraw.” (Dahlstrom 2001: 392, emphasis CFB).
How does this discussion of Heidegger’s view of our situated understanding of beings relate 
to his characterisation of Being? His view is that we cannot treat Being simply as one being 
among other beings, as he claims has happened throughout the history of philosophy 
(SZ: 2 BaT: 3). In his view, the difference between Being and beings must be maintained, a 
difference that he terms the ontological difference (SZ: 86; BaT: 87). When Being is viewed 
as just another being that is postulated as being behind or beyond the beings known by 
human beings, metaphysics becomes a way of thinking which looks beyond beings, aiming 
at revealing their fundamental, absolute ground (GA 11: 66; ID: 58). On the contrary, for 
Heidegger:
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…das Sein bietet uns keinen Grund und Boden wie das Seiende, an das wir uns kehren, 
worauf wir bauen und woran wir uns halten. Das Sein ist die Ab-sage an die Rolle eines 
solchen Gründens, versagt alles Gründige, ist ab-gründig. (NII: 251-252)
Being offers us no ground and no basis – as beings do – to which we can turn, on which we 
can build, and to which we can cling. Being is the rejection of the role of such grounding; it 
renounces all grounding, is abyssal (N: 193).
In Heidegger’s view then, Being is not some thing. We cannot say Being is this or that, as 
doing so will bring Being into a context when it, by its very essence escapes all contexts 
of disclosure. This then is the basis of Heidegger’s claim that philosophy has forgotten or 
ignored the question of Being.
From Being to Value
Taking into consideration the preceding introductory explanation of Heidegger’s attempt 
to re-consider the question of Being, his understanding of the being of human being as 
Dasein, and his understanding of truth, we can now ask, in a preliminary fashion, how this 
relates to his view of values and valuation in his earlier work. When he discusses values in 
Sein und Zeit he often uses the word “value” in quotation marks (see for example SZ: 63; 
BaT: 59), which seems to imply that he already here considers the concept as problematic in 
relation to his own ontological project.
As will presently be discussed in more detail in the section on Scheler, in §21 of Sein und 
Zeit, Heidegger directly discusses his objection to values. He asserts that the addition of 
value predicates cannot tell us anything new about the being of goods (Sein der Güter), but 
rather only presupposes for them the kind of being of pure objective presence (SZ: 99; BaT: 
92)15, to which he objects. As he points out, values are usually seen as objectively present 
determinations of a thing (SZ: 99; BaT: 92).16 Heidegger’s objection to this view is that pre-
phenomenological experience demonstrates that the being of a thing is something that 
is not intelligible through thingliness (Dinglichkeit) alone (ibid.), or as he puts it, the flight 
to “valuable” qualities cannot even “…catch sight of being as handiness, let alone make it 
ontologically thematic” (ibid.).17
How can he claim this? This section of Sein und Zeit is devoted to developing a criticism 
of Descartes, focused specifically on questioning why recourse needs to be made to 
the phenomena of value (Wertphänomens) to “round out” the “ontology of the world 
(Weltontologie)” (SZ: 100; BaT: 93). Heidegger’s rejection of the notion of value is a rejection 
15 “…sondern setzt für diese die Seinsart purer Vorhandenheit nur wieder voraus”.
16 “Werte sind vorhandene Bestimmtheiten eines Dinges.”
17 The full line reads: “So wenig wie Descartes mit der extension als proprietas das Sein der Substanz 
trifft, so wenig kann die Zuflucht zu “wertlichen” Beschaffenheiten das Sein als Zuhandenheit 
auch nur in den Blick bringen, geschweige den ontologisch zum Thema werden lassen.”
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of the breach between Sein and Sollen, which follows directly from his (later more clearly 
expressed) denial of the commonsense view of facts as natural phenomena and values 
as human projections. This denial relates directly to his rejection of the subject-object 
distinction and his characterization of how beings are revealed - as always already in a 
context. For Heidegger, thinking in values is deficient if values are posited as “add-ons” in 
order to fill out an ontology of the world inspired by Descartes because “…his ontology 
is determined by a basic ontological orientation toward Being as constant objective 
presence…” (SZ: 96; BaT: 89).18
As I aim to demonstrate, Heidegger’s rejection of value thinking remains constant in this 
objection, whether it is in his criticism of the concept of value in the work of Heinrich 
Rickert between 1916 and 1919; that of Max Scheler in the 1920s; of Descartes and Lotze 
in Sein und Zeit; or his critique of Nietzsche. He refuses to uncritically accept values as 
given, neither as the ground for all evaluative principles, nor as norms embedded somehow 
in the natural order of things, and this refusal is grounded primarily, in my view, in his 
problematisation of constant, objective presence.
In order to assess Heidegger’s reasons for rejecting value thinking in more detail, I now 
move to a more detailed consideration of his assessment of Rickert and Scheler. I consider 
Rickert’s views as prelude to a more detailed appraisal of Scheler’s understanding of value, 
and so will devote considerably more time to discussing Heidegger’s reading of Scheler. 
I conclude that there are at least five points of contention that Heidegger raises against 
values in general, and against Scheler in particular. As was mentioned in the introduction, 
these five problems that Heidegger levels against value thinking will then be used to direct 
the analysis in Chapter 3 where I concentrate specifically on Nietzsche’s conception of 
values.
Rickert and Neo-Kantianism
For the early Heidegger, the fundamental problem for the traditional theory of value 
can be seen as its overreliance on “…judgements as the focus of investigation into values 
and the inadequate theory of human mental life as subjectivity or consciousness that 
underlies this theory” (Nenon, 1997: 119). Heidegger explores the problem that a focus 
on judgement implies - that the subject is the source of any philosophical investigation, 
coupled with the idea that knowing is the primary activity of the subject - in a lecture 
course presented in the summer semester of 1919: Phänomenologie und transzendentale 
Wertphilosophie (Phenomenology and Transcendental Philosophy of Value) (see especially 
GA 56/57: 148-159; TDP: 128-134). It is in this work where he considers especially the 
work of Wilhelm Windelband, Emil Lask and Heinrich Rickert. The twofold objection 
18 The line reads: “Es ist also nicht primär die Anlehnung an eine zufällig besonders geschätzte 
Wissenschaft, die Mathematik, was die Ontologie der Welt bestimmt, sondern die grundsätzlich 
ontologische Orientierung am Sein als ständiger Vorhandenheit…”
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that Heidegger develops in response to value thinking in this work is again taken up in 
Phänomenologie der Anschauung und des Ausdrucks (The Phenomenology of Intuition and 
Expression), a lecture course delivered in 1920. Here Heidegger describes the philosophy 
of value as that which sees values in terms of a subject’s judgements about things (GA 59: 
9; PIE: 16) - as true or untrue, beautiful or ugly, good or bad. For Heidegger, even though 
this approach does allow for values to be instantiated differently by different persons and 
groups throughout the process of history (ibid.), it nonetheless maintains an objectionable 
emphasis upon the timeless, objective nature of values by giving an ontological character 
to the claims to validity that the values revealed in a judgement have for us (GA 59: 51; 
PIE 59). From Heidegger’s perspective then, the idea that the main way to access values is 
through judgments is problematic because it implies that values are timeless and objective; 
as well as maintaining the subject-object division, that he rejects. As such, Heidegger’s 
critique of the philosophy of values forms part of his critique of the dubious ontological 
and epistemological assumptions underlying post-Cartesian philosophy that he will later 
explore in Sein und Zeit.
The work of his teacher, Heinrich Rickert, is taken by Heidegger as an exemplary case of 
a philosophy that relies upon these dubious assumptions, since Rickert’s thinking brings, 
according to Heidegger, the splitting of Being into the incommensurable realms of fact 
and value into sharp relief. Rickert’s work is, in Heidegger’s view, based on the uncritical 
acceptance of Hermann Lotze’s theory of validity (Geltungstheorie) (GA 56/57: 138; TDP: 
116). Heidegger questions Lotze’s thought in Sein und Zeit, where he asks: “What, then, does 
the Being of values or their ‘validity,’ which Lotze took as a mode of ‘affirmation’ mean 
ontologically?” (SZ: 99; BT: 92).19 Heidegger’s answer is that: “[v]alidity has the ontological 
sense of the stable presence of something, and Lotze claimed that it determined the kind of 
being of true propositions” (GA 21: 78; LQT: 65).20 In other words, Lotze’s understanding of 
validity implies the constant presence of truth in a proposition.
As has already been partially explained, Heidegger’s insight in Sein und Zeit is that many of 
the problems in thinking that are distinctive of philosophy are due to a particular way of 
understanding the nature of reality, a traditional ontology which he calls the “metaphysics 
of presence,” because of its emphasis on the enduring presence of that which is ultimately 
real. In this view, that which is ultimately real is that which underlies properties – that which 
remains continuously present throughout all change. 
Heidegger explains his objections to this view in Sein und Zeit by means of setting up a 
contrast between Vorhandenheit (presence-at-hand) and Zuhandenheit (readiness-to-
hand) (SZ: 69-72; BaT: 65-69). Zuhandenheit characterises the realm of engaged, practical 
activity, where the identity of an object (such as the previously discussed pointe shoe) 
19 “Was besagt denn ontologisch das Sein der Werte oder ihre ‘Geltung,’ die Lotze als einen Modus 
der ‘Bejahung’ faßte?”
20 “Gelten hat den Seinssinn von Ständiger Anwesenheit von etwas und wird von Lotze als 
Bestimmung der Seinsart wahrer Sätze in Anspruch genommen.”
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can only be understood in terms of its relation to other objects (sprung wooden floors, 
ribbons, elastic and so on) (SZ: 71; BaT: 67). In addition to being relational, the realm of 
Zuhandenheit is always already valuative in Heidegger’s estimation, a view expressed most 
clearly in his discussion of signs:
Wenn zum Beispiel in der Landbestellung der Südwind als Zeichen für Regen “gilt,” dann 
ist diese “Geltung” oder der an diesem Seienden “haftende Wert” nicht eine Dreingabe zu 
einem an sich schon Vorhandenen, der Luftströmung und einer bestimmten geographischen 
Richtung. Als dieses nur noch Vorkommende, als welches er meteorologisch züganglich 
sein mag, ist der Südwind nie zunächst vorhanden, um dann gelegentlich die Funktion eines 
Vorzeichens zu übernehmen. (SZ: 80-81)
For example, when the south wind is “accepted” by the farmer as a sign of rain, this 
“acceptance” or the “value attached” to this being is not a kind of bonus attached to something 
already objectively present, that is, the movement of the wind and a certain geographical 
direction. And this mere occurrence which is meteorologically accessible, the south wind is 
never initially objectively present which sometimes takes on the function of omen. (BaT: 75, 
CFB)
In contrast to Zuhandenheit, Vorhandenheit (presence-at-hand) implies that an object can 
be thought to exist over time without its identity being formed by its relation to anything 
else. As Simon Critchley puts it, “…the present at hand is the theoretical or representational 
attitude towards objects that has allowed human beings to pass over the phenomenon of 
the world as the practical and meaningful context of our everyday existence (Critchley 2004: 
216). What this means is that Heidegger is claiming that we can only conceive of objects in 
this way if we abstract from our usual valuative and relational being-in-the-world (SZ: 76; 
BaT: 71). It is his aim to recover that more fundamental sense of things by suspending the 
view of reality we get from theorising and rather focusing on the way things appear in our 
everyday, pre-reflective activities. In this way, for Heidegger, values and practical concerns 
are not something the mind adds to a more original perception of an objective reality of 
entities that subsist over time, as he claims Rickert does, but rather something that is part 
and parcel of our everydayness as human beings.
In Heidegger’s view, Rickert uncritically accepts Lotze’s theory of validity in his quest to use 
Kant’s thinking to oppose the positivist attempt to absorb all the disciplines into the ambit 
of the natural sciences – the realm of the objective and value-free (GA 21: 84-85; LQT: 70-
71). For Rickert, the natural sciences are essentially also informed by values (Rickert 1986: 
194), but he specifies that there is at least one value which must be admitted by every 
science – the value of truth (GA 21: 84; LQT: 70, see also Aron 1970: 78). As Heidegger 
notes, in Rickert’s philosophy (that follows Lotze’s theory of validity), what is being affirmed 
in a valid proposition is then not truth, but rather “…a value. In other words, what the true 
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proposition affirms – namely, truth as such - is a value.” (GA 21: 82; LQT: 69).21 In this way, 
the constant presence of truth in a valid proposition is replaced, in Rickert’s theory, by the 
constant presence of value.
The primary theme of Rickert’s Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis (1892) is, as its title suggests, 
the question of what constitutes knowledge. In Heidegger’s reading, for Rickert, judgement 
is the basic form of knowledge because he considers the essence of human mental life as 
taking a stance towards something – i.e. making a judgement about a proposition (GA 21: 
84-85; LQT: 70). In affirming or negating a proposition, the act of judgement then involves 
acknowledging the truth (or untruth) of that proposition.
Related then to Heidegger’s rejection of the constant presence of value postulated in 
Rickert’s philosophy is, as pointed out by Nenon (1997), his focus on judgement as the 
primary locus for identifying values. Even though Rickert admits that values are themselves 
not judgements, he claims that values emerge in “subjective position-takings” that express 
norms towards which human being should strive (ibid.). As has already been alluded to, 
this idea that human values are primarily accessible through reflective consciousness upon 
our inner judgements is not feasible for Heidegger, since it does not reflect our usual, pre-
reflective being-in-the-world (SZ: 62; BaT: 62).
Opposing values to facts by maintaining that they are only valid and have no being, as did 
Lotze, is insufficient to guarantee their objectivity in Heidegger’s view. As he notes:
Dergleichen wie Sollen kann nur von solchem ausstrahlen, was von sich her solchen Anspruch 
erhebt, was in sich einen Wert hat, selbst ein Wert ist. Die Werte an sich werden jetzt zum 
Grund des Sollens. Da aber die Werte dem Sein des Seienden im Sinne der Tatsachen 
gegenüberstehen, können sie ihrerseits nicht selbst sein. Man sagt daher: sie gelten. Die Werte 
sind für alle Bereiche des Seienden, d. h. des Vorhandenen, das Maßgebende. (GA 40: 207)
Something like an ought can emanate only from something that raises such a claim on its 
own, something that in itself has a value, and itself is a value. Values as such now become the 
ground of the ought. But because values stand opposed to the Being of beings, in the sense 
of facts, they themselves cannot be. So instead one says that they are valid. Values provide 
the measure for all domains of beings – that is, of what is present at hand. (IM: 212).
As Hans Sluga deftly explains, Heidegger’s resistance to the attempt to grounding a moral 
ought transcendentally is that in each case the conclusion proves unstable: “If it expresses 
a real necessity and universality it can have no injunctive force, and if it has injunctive 
force then the ought, argued for transcendentally, will tacitly presuppose the assumption 
of a substantive good.” (Sluga 2001: 219). This is the point that Heidegger makes in his 
21 “Sieht man näher zu, was in der Anerkennung anerkannt wird, so ist das nicht die Geltung, 
sondern ein Wert; d.h. was der wahre Satz bejaht, die Wahrheit als solche ist ein Wert.”
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evaluation of neo-Kantian thinkers, whom he claims found it necessary to postulate values 
to ground Kant’s categorical ought. 
By way of an engagement with Rickert’s thinking, Heidegger has exposed the problems 
inherent in the neo-Kantian development of the philosophy of value as being the result of 
an overly-abstracted and inaccurate way of seeing human being and the nature and place 
of valuation. As was previously mentioned, Heidegger applies the same scrutiny to the work 
of Scheler, concluding that Scheler’s work falls into the same difficulties as a result to its 
focus upon values. Can this be correct?
Scheler and the Phenomenology of Values 
Parvis Emad, in “Heidegger’s Value-Criticism and its Bearing on the Phenomenology of 
Values,”(1978) argues that Heidegger nowhere makes any effort to substantiate his rejection 
of thinking in terms of values by critically coming to terms with the phenomenology 
of values, i.e. with Scheler’s views on values. Emad (1978: 191) claims that it seems that 
Heidegger conflates the phenomenological with the metaphysical, that is, Nietzschean, 
conception of value. From this, it seems reasonable to deduce that Emad assumes that 
the Schelerian characterisation of value is immune to Heidegger’s critique in a way that 
Nietzsche’s is not. How can this be when, similar to Nietzsche, Scheler believes that the 
crisis in value is to be remedied through a return to neglected values?
As was previously mentioned, rather than providing a complete overview of Scheler’s 
theory of value, this section focuses upon extracting the criticism of Heidegger’s critique 
of Scheler’s views of values from the work of Emad (1978, 1981), Frings (1969, 1992), Reiner 
(1997), Stikkers (1997) and Blosser (1997), in order to ascertain whether this may shed 
light on problems in Heidegger’s critique of Nietzsche as value-thinker. As has already 
been mentioned, considering Heidegger’s assessment of Scheler is particularly important 
in the context of the current work since Scheler’s thinking was influenced by his reading 
of and reaction to Nietzsche, and, most importantly, Heidegger’s assessment of Scheler’s 
understanding of values clearly reveals his objections to value-thinking. As has already been 
mentioned, I use the objections that emerge here to direct the subsequent investigation of 
Nietzsche’s views on values. These objections are that thinking in values is problematic if: 
1) values are presented as predeterminations of things present-to-hand; 2) values are seen 
as having an a-historical, enduringly present character; 3) values are presented as having a 
specific ontological status – as beings present-at-hand in order to round out an ontology 
of the world; 4) values are seen as projections of a willing “subject”; and 5) values emanate 
from a method that is considered foundational.
The basic thrust of the above-mentioned commentaries on Heidegger’s reading of Scheler 
can be summed up in their resistance to Heidegger’s view that Scheler’s phenomenology of 
values falls prey to thinking in terms of constant presence, which results in the oblivion of 
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Being - what Heidegger will later call nihilism.22 In what follows, I do not discuss the various 
contributions singly, but rather focus upon drawing out the main points that emerge in 
these readings. My aim is to set the stage for an analysis of Nietzsche’s thinking on values 
in terms of these problems that Heidegger raises in terms of Scheler’s phenomenology of 
values, in order to ascertain whether these have any bearing on Nietzsche’s genealogy of 
values.
Phenomenology as method or attitude?
The first point of contention Heidegger’s assessment of Scheler raises is the question of the 
status of phenomenology. As Heidegger bitingly claims in Phänomenologie der Anschauung 
und des Ausdrucks:
Die Gefahr besteht nun ständig, daß man sie vorzeitig einzwängt in vorgegebene Weisen und 
Richtungen des Philosophierens; die Gefahr wächst mit der verständlichen und notwendigen 
Tendenz, mit der Phänomenologie zu einer Philosophie zu kommen (vgl. Scheler der den 
Eindruck erweckt, Phänomenologie sei etwas zum ’Katholischwerden‘). (GA 59: 32)
The continuously persisting danger is now that phenomenology is prematurely 
constricted into pre-given manners and directions of philosophizing; the danger grows 
with the understandable and necessary tendency to arrive at a philosophy by means of 
phenomenology (cf. Scheler, who gives the impression that phenomenology is something ‘for 
becoming Catholic’). (PIE: 23)
Heidegger’s problem is that phenomenology is seen merely as a method – a way to obtain 
absolute certainty - in philosophy. But does this criticism pertain to Scheler’s thinking? 
Phenomenology is not a method for Scheler, as it is for Husserl. It seems it is rather an 
attitude of “spiritual seeing” (Scheler 1973a: 137). As Scheler points out: 
A method is a goal directed procedure of thinking about facts, for example induction or 
deduction. In phenomenology, however, it is a matter, first, of new facts themselves, before 
they have been fixed by logic, and second, of a procedure of seeing (ibid.) 
As such, Scheler’s vision of phenomenology is not one that involves a series of steps to be 
followed in order to gain absolute certainty in the manner of the Cartesian tradition, the 
approach that is rejected by Heidegger. Rather, it is a particular manner of viewing the world 
- an “attitude” that is not goal-directed in the way in which phenomenology conceived of 
as a method would be (Stikkers 1997: 143). 
22 Despite Heidegger’s criticisms of Scheler, it must be noted that he maintained a deep 
appreciation for Scheler’s work. In a memorial address, delivered after Scheler’s death, for 
example, Heidegger named Scheler as having been the strongest philosophical force in all of 
Europe (Heidegger 1977b). 
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So, as is pointed out by Stikkers (ibid.), the contrast between Scheler’s vision of 
phenomenology as “attitude” stands in stark contrast to Husserl’s characterisation of 
phenomenology as a “method”. Scheler’s “attitudinal phenomenology” cannot be thought 
of as foundational for all other attitudes towards the world as it was for Husserl, nor can it 
be thought of as a presuppositionless science upon which all other sciences can be based. 
Rather, it can be seen as merely one kind of knowing amongst others, and as such, only 
providing us with “modest insights” of a special kind (ibid.). This characterisation can be 
seen as being in line with Heidegger’s own position. In Sein und Zeit, Heidegger highlights 
the importance of discovering meanings as opposed to assigning or imposing significance. 
He says: 
[Die Auslegung] wirft nicht gleichsam über das nackte Vorhandene eine “Bedeutung” und 
beklebt es nicht mit einem Wert, sondern mit dem innerweltlichen Begegnenden als solchem 
hat es je schon eine im Weltverstehen erschlossene Bewandtnis, die durch die Auslegung 
herausgelegt wird. (SZ: 150)
Interpretation does not, so to speak, throw a “significance” over what is nakedly objectively 
present and does not stick a value on it, but what is encountered in the world is always 
already in a relevance which is disclosed in the understanding of world, a relevance which is 
made explicit by interpretation. (BaT: 140). 
By characterising phenomenology as an “attitude” – as a way of knowing the world rather 
than a predetermined method – Scheler would, it seems, be able to avoid a mere “sticking” 
of value onto things encountered in the world in the formulaic manner that Heidegger 
decries here.
The Ontological Status of Values
Heidegger, in his Einführung in die Metaphysik, explains that:
Die Werte gelten. Aber Geltung erinnert noch zu sehr an Gelten für ein Subjekt. Um das zu 
Werten hinaufgesteigerte Sollen noch einmal zu stützen, spricht man den Werten selbst ein 
Sein zu. Hier heißt Sein im Grunde nichts anderes als Anwesen von Vorhandenem. Nur ist 
dieses nicht so grob und handlich wie Tische und Stühle vorhanden. Mit dem Sein der Werte 
ist das Höchstmaß an Verwirrung und Entwurzelung erreicht. (GA 40: 207)
Values are valid. But validity is still too reminiscent of validity for a subject. In order to prop 
up yet again the ought that has been raised to the level of values, one attributes a Being to 
values themselves. Here, Being at bottom means nothing other than the coming to presence 
of what is present at hand. It is not just present at hand in as crude and tangible way as tables 
and chairs are. With the Being of values, the maximum of confusion and deracination has 
been reached. (IM 213, emphasis CFB)
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Heidegger’s claim here leads us to a second point (which is raised by both Stikkers (1997: 
141) and Blosser (1997: 155)) against Heidegger’s reading of Scheler’s phenomenology of 
value: the problem of the ontological status of values. Is Heidegger correct in claiming that 
Scheler gives values undue ontological status, i.e. does Scheler appeal to values to “round 
out” his ontology of the world? Or, asked more clearly, does Scheler characterise values as 
beings present-at-hand in order to make his ontology complete? 
Scheler insists that values enjoy no ontological status, apart from concrete human acts 
(Scheler 1973b: xxvii-xxx). In Scheler’s estimation, values can only be said to “ride on the 
back” of our concrete, human acts (Scheler 1973b: 27) - they do not exist in any sense apart 
from these acts. This view becomes even more clear when Scheler provides his “definition” 
of values:
As to the question, “What is value?” I submit the following answer: insofar as the word “is” 
in this question refers to existence (and not only to a mere copula), a value “is” not at all. 
The concept of value does not allow any more of a definition than the concept of [B]eing. 
(Scheler in Frings 1990: 23) 
So Scheler denies that a value exists, either as a thing or as a property of a thing. As 
was pointed out above, for Scheler, values reside ontologically solely in concrete human 
acts. How would this work? 
Frings (1987: 86) describes Scheler’s position in terms of the functional existence of values: 
“Moral goodness (and evil) then, ‘functionalizes’ itself on the occasion of preferring 
(or rejecting)…” In Frings’ (1987) reading, values exist for Scheler only by entering into a 
functional relationship with something else which has real existence. By themselves, values 
have no existence. This position is reinforced by Scheler’s (1973b: 154) contention that 
to exist is to offer resistance. Because values are essences in his view, they do not offer 
resistance as real things do (ibid.).23
But surely values must exist in some manner for Scheler to be able to refer to them in the 
first place? Blosser’s (1999: 212) explanation is instructive in this regard: in the same way 
that impossible objects such as round squares can be said to exist, values, in Scheler’s sense 
of the term, can be said to “exist.” In other words, if we can talk about round squares (which 
are neither possible nor actual), they must “exist” in some manner, and it is in this sense 
that Scheler’s values may be said to exist. Values may, for Scheler, be said to exist in the 
manner of “intentional objects” possible of being “functionally actualized” in a number of 
different ways (ibid.).
If we read Scheler as saying that values exist only by entering into a functional relationship 
with something else which has real existence, it then seems that Heidegger’s reading of 
23 I return to Scheler’s concept of resistance when I discuss whether Scheler can be accused of 
seeing values as projections of a willing subject.
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Scheler is inaccurate in terms of the ontological status he grants values, since Scheler’s 
characterisation as I have presented it here is not one that posits values in order to round 
out an ontology of the world.
Values as a-historical and enduringly present
As is evident from the discussion in the previous section, Scheler’s claims regarding 
the ontological status of values would also then seem to exempt him from Heidegger’s 
accusation that he sees values as a-historical and enduringly present. For if values can only 
be said to “ride on the back” of our concrete, human acts (Scheler 1973b: 27), and so do 
not exist in any sense apart from these acts, then they certainly cannot be characterised as 
a-historical, and nor can they be seen as being enduringly present.
This is also related to the first point – the question of the nature of phenomenology in 
Scheler’s estimation. Because Scheler’s view is that phenomenology is not a method, but 
rather a way of seeing, he can state that “One cannot separate the theory of knowledge 
from the great problems of the history of the structures of the human spirit […], nor 
can one separate ethics from the history of the forms of ethos” (Scheler 1973b: xxx). This 
statement would seem to indicate that Scheler is not postulating values as being a-historical 
or constantly present, because the way they are realised changes throughout our history. 
However, as I will reiterate in more detail in the discussion to follow in which I deal with 
Heidegger’s objection to values thought of as predeterminations of things present-at-hand, 
this conclusion is problematic, specifically because, as Frings (1972) points out, Scheler 
characterises values as the objective correlates of certain acts. The difficulty here is that 
what distinguishes an act for Scheler is its timeless quality (ibid.). In Scheler’s view, acts then 
enter the realm of time to render values present and accessible (Frings 1972: 66-72). As a 
result, it seems that Heidegger can rightfully charge Scheler with the view that values have 
the unmistakable characteristic of being “constantly present” in and through certain acts, 
and as such, Scheler’s theory cannot be exempted from the charge of an understanding of 
values as a-historical and enduringly present.
Subjectivism and the Will
The above two points raise the question of whether Scheler’s connection of values to the 
concrete acts of human beings not then commit him to making value dependent on a will-
ing ego and so commit himself to the subjectivism Heidegger denounces in the philosophy 
of value? Is every valuing a subjectivising, as Heidegger would say?
It certainly may seem so if we consider Scheler’s postulation of hierarchies of specific value-
spheres. This postulation is a result of his view that value becomes apparent in an order of 
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preferencing and sacrifice.24 But as is pointed out by Stikkers (1997: 140), this move does 
not necessarily imply that valuation is an act of a subject’s will, but rather that preferencing 
and sacrificing should be seen as pre-subjective, phenomenologically-given noeses. It seems 
that Scheler would have supported such a reading, since in his Formalismus, Scheler overtly 
rejects all subjectivist theories of value - any theory that regards value as being dependent 
on a willing ego (ibid.).
For Scheler, moral values reside originally in a person, prior to and independent of all 
individual acts of willing and doing (Blosser, 1999: 216). As Eugene Kelly comments: 
It is clear why Scheler denounces the striving for moral value as pharisaism. To will to be 
courageous, or faithful, or remorseful, for example, places our moral worth at the level of the 
self and its capacities and dispositions . . . [whereas] Scheler locates the centre of moral value 
in the ordo amoris of a person, which is prior to that person’s abilities. (Kelly 1997: 393)
This reading is supported when one considers Scheler’s conception of resistance, which was 
briefly introduced in the previous section. Because Scheler accepts the Heraclitean idea that 
where there is no tension or strife, there is no “reality” within life, he introduces the concept 
of resistance (Stikkers 1980: 10). As Scheler sees it, value is the preconceptual experience of 
resistance as that “indefinite something” which is announced in the light of vital interests 
(Scheler 1973b: 27ff). In this sense, because it is manifest prior to the constitution of an 
ego or subject, valuation in Scheler cannot easily be construed as the mere projection of a 
willing subject.
It is interesting at this point to note that Scheler himself points out that Heidegger 
misunderstands his notion of resistance by conflating it with that of Dilthey. In his 
discussion of resistance in Sein und Zeit Heidegger refers to Dilthey and Scheler often 
interchangeably, and Scheler’s response to Heidegger is that “[t]his critique may have its 
point, but it does not pertain to me.” (Scheler in Frings 1990: 112).25 As a result, it seems 
possible that Heidegger may be problematizing the notion of value in Scheler’s thinking on 
the basis on a conflation of his ideas with those of other philosophers.
Values as pre-determinations of things present-to-hand
Applying the criticism already used against Rickert (and the other neo-Kantians), 
Heidegger claims that Scheler’s conception of values also allows for the view of values 
as “predeterminations of things present-to-hand” (Stikkers 1997). As has already been 
alluded to in the previous section, in Sein und Zeit and in the accompanying 1928 lectures, 
24 It is beyond the scope of the current work to engage in an in-depth discussion of these aspects 
of Scheler’s thinking. My aim, at this point, is merely to highlight aspects of Scheler’s philosophy 
that escape Heidegger’s problematisation of values as being dependent upon a willing subject.
25 It is also interesting to note that Scheler critiques Heidegger on the absence of a notion of 
resistance in Sein und Zeit. See Stikkers (1980).
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Heidegger argues that seeing value as constant presence ignores the “ecstatic temporality 
of Dasein,” whereby all entities, including values, are rendered present only “…out of a 
future which remains forever beyond the span of the present” (Emad 1981: 144). Indeed, as 
pointed out by Harman, it seems that “…every idea in Heidegger’s works makes sense only 
when understood as part of an ongoing critique of presence-at-hand…” (Harman 2002:9, 
emphasis CFB).
Is Scheler’s view of values one that places them within the realm of the present-at-hand? It 
seems, at first glance, that this characterisation cannot be easily maintained in the context 
of Scheler’s thinking. Scheler, for example, already distinguishes his position quite clearly in 
the beginning of the Formalismus, when he claims: “Value-ception precedes perception” 
(Scheler 1973b: 18), and explains his meaning by means of an example: “I feel the beauty 
of snow-covered mountains in the light of the setting sun prior to the perceived qualities 
that “cause” such a feeling” (Scheler 1973b: 256). In this sense, Scheler’s position seems very 
similar to that of Heidegger, in claiming that valuation precedes all sensible qualities. As 
such, the claim that Scheler sees values as being in the realm of the present-to-hand hardly 
seems accurate.
However, when we examine Scheler’s theory of intentional feeling, it seems that his concept 
of value does display the “metaphysical” character which Heidegger rejects. Why? As I have 
mentioned previously, Scheler conceives of values as the objective correlates of certain acts 
(Frings 1974). As Frings (ibid.) notes, what distinguishes an act for Scheler is its timeless 
quality. As timeless, acts enter the realm of time to render values present and accessible 
(ibid.). Values in Scheler then could be claimed to have the unmistakable characteristic of 
being “constantly present” in and through certain acts. 
This characteristic of a value being constantly present is also particularly evident when 
one considers Scheler’s conception of the nature of the holy as accessible, an issue that is 
explored by Emad (1981). Scheler posits that the act through which we originally apprehend 
the value of the holy is an act of a special kind of love, and then claims that “[t]his modality 
is quite independent of all that has been considered ‘holy’ by different people at different 
times, such as holy things, powers, persons, institutions and the like…” (Scheler 1973b). This 
position clearly represents a case of identifying the holy with a value, and specifically a value 
that has constant presence. Such identification implies the constant presence of the value 
of the holy in a certain kind of act as its objective correlate. As Stikkers admits, for Scheler 
the value of the holy endures (Stikkers 1980: 17).
Conclusion
The contributions by Frings, Emad, Stikkers, Reiner and Blosser that have been drawn upon 
in the previous discussion all point towards the conclusion that Heidegger’s criticism of 
Scheler’s value theory does not fully hold in terms of the specific points of critique that he 
levels at it. In short, because Scheler’s phenomenology is presented as an attitude rather 
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than as a method; values are presented as having no ontological status apart from concrete 
human acts; and values cannot be seen as projections of a willing “subject,” Scheler’s 
characterisation of value seems to be able to escape Heidegger’s criticism thereof. However, 
if we consider my discussion of whether values are seen as having an a-historical, enduringly 
present character; and whether values are not presented as predeterminations of things 
present-to-hand, it seems that Scheler characterisation of value, on my reading at least, falls 
within the ambit of Heidegger’s criticisms thereof.
Summary and Prelude to Chapter 2
As is clear from Heidegger’s early criticism of values and value theory, the basic thrust of 
his thinking on value is to remove it from its secondary status as a mere subdivision of 
philosophy. For the Heidegger of Sein und Zeit, subjectivity with an emphasis on judgements 
of which we are directly and completely aware is replaced by Dasein – with an emphasis 
on valuation as not being something added onto experience of a world. In this context, 
Heidegger’s critique of value theory in its neo-Kantian bent is justified, but, as has been 
shown, his indiscriminate treatment of Scheler’s thinking results in a misappropriation of 
some aspects of that work. Despite this, as has been shown, Heidegger correctly identifies 
a connection between values and constant presence in Scheler’s thinking. The question 
that remains now is whether the same misappropriation is active in Heidegger’s reading of 
Nietzsche.
As was mentioned in the introduction, Heidegger’s treatment of Nietzsche in the 
framework of his early project of fundamental ontology is minimal, and when it does occur, 
it is not generally critical. In §53 of Sein und Zeit, for example, Nietzsche is approvingly 
quoted by Heidegger in the context of his discussion of an authentic Being-towards-death, 
and this approval appears again in §76 in the context of Heidegger’s discussion of Dasein’s 
historicality. As he says: 
Nietzsche hat das Wesentliche über “Nutzen und Nachteil der Historie für das Leben” in 
seiner zweiten unzeitgemäßen Betrachtung (1874) erkannt und eindeutig-eindringlich 
gesagt. Er unterscheidet drei Arten von Historie: die monumentalische, antiquarische und 
Kritische, ohne die Notwendigkeit dieser Dreiheit und den Grund ihrer Einheit ausdrücklich 
aufzuweisen. Die Dreifachheit der Historie ist in der Geschichtlichkeit des Daseins vorgezeichnet. 
[…] Nietzsches Einteilung ist nicht zufällig. Der Anfang seiner “Betrachtung” läßt vermuten, 
daß er mehr verstand, als er kundgab. (SZ: 396)
Nietzsche recognized what was essential as to the ‘use and abuse of historiology for life’ in the 
second of his studies ‘out of season’, (1874) and said it unequivocally and penetratingly. He 
distinguished three kinds of historiology – the monumental, the antiquarian and the critical 
– without explicitly pointing out the necessity of this triad or the ground of its unity. The 
threefold character of historiology is adumbrated in the historicality of Dasein […] Nietzsche’s 
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division is not accidental. The beginning of his study allows us to suppose that he understood 
more than he has made known to us. (BaT: 361-362) 
This acknowledgement of his close proximity to Nietzsche’s thinking is again later 
mentioned by Heidegger when he engages with Nietzsche in his lecture course of 1936-37 
“The Will to Power as Art” where he acknowledges a most intimate “kinship” in his debate 
with Nietzsche. It is with this in mind that I approach Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche as 
value-thinker.
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Chapter 2
Presenting Heidegger’s Nietzsche: Two Key Motifs Re-Considered
Nietzsche hat mich kaputtgemacht!  
Nietzsche ruined me! 
(Heidegger in Gadamer 1996: 19)1
Introduction
Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s thinking has been called the “…most 
comprehensive, self-enclosed interpretation of Nietzsche yet produced.”(Behler 1991: 17) 
His reading is developed in an extensive number of lectures and publications over the 
course of more than ten years, most of which are collected in his two-volume Nietzsche that 
was released by Neske in 19612. The first volume contains three lecture courses. Der Wille 
zur Macht als Kunst (The Will to Power as Art), originally presented in the winter semester 
of 1936-7, is where Heidegger aims to show how the will to power and the eternal return of 
the same3 can be united in terms of the question of art. The second lecture course included 
1  Heidegger as quoted by Gadamer in Gadamer (1996: 19). See also Babich (2006: 3).
2  It must be noted here that the original manuscripts of the first two lecture courses are available 
in Volumes 43 and 44 of the Gesamtausgabe. A comparison of these with their counterparts 
in the Neske edition of the Nietzsche lectures makes it clear that Heidegger’s editing of the 
lectures for the Neske edition is more extensive than is often supposed. Heidegger removed 
significant passages, inserted others, and changed words in a number of places. I refer to the 
Gesamtausgabe volumes only where there are significant differences between the two editions 
that are relevant to my purposes, but will otherwise use the Neske edition for the sake of easy 
reference.
3  Nietzsche uses two terms for his teaching - die Ewige Wiederkunft and die Ewige Wiederkehr - and 
his use of these terms varies throughout his work. As is pointed out by Ansell-Pearson (2006: 
247n), in the first 1881 sketch, for example, Nietzsche presents the teaching as Wiederkunft; and 
yet in Götzen-Dämmerung (Twilight of the Idols) “Was ich den Alten verdanke” (“What I owe 
the Ancients”), it is first given as one of Wiederkehr and then as Wiederkunft. In addition, in Ecce 
Homo where Nietzsche characterises the eternal return as the “highest formula of affirmation” 
(Ansell-Pearson 2006: 247n) attainable, he uses the word Wiederkunft. This variation in usage 
has presented difficulties for translators, and there appears to be no consensus between 
commentators or translators regarding whether to render the terms as eternal return and 
eternal recurrence respectively, or to use only one term. In order to distinguish between the 
two usages, I render die Ewige Wiederkunft as eternal recurrence and die Ewige Wiederkehr as 
eternal return. To be consistent in this practice, I do alter some of the English translations of the 
Heideggerian and Nietzschean texts consulted.
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is Die Ewige Wiederkehr des Gleichen (The Eternal Return of the Same), which was originally 
presented in the summer semester of 1937. The final lecture course included in the first 
volume is Der Wille zur Macht als Erkenntnis (The Will to Power as Knowledge), which was 
first presented in the summer semester of 1939.
In the secondary literature, most attention is given to the seven essays that make up the 
second volume of Nietzsche (1961). Die Ewige Wiederkehr des Gleichen und der Wille zur 
Macht (The Eternal Return of the Same and the Will to Power) of 1939, which Heidegger 
claims functions as a kind of summary of the lectures contained in the first volume of 
Nietzsche4 is followed by the lecture series Der Europäische Nihilismus (European Nihilism), 
originally presented in the second trimester of 1940, as well as his Nietzsches Metaphysik 
(Nietzsche’s Metaphysics). Also included are the 1941 Die Metaphysik als Geschichte des 
Seins (Metaphysics as a History of Being), Entwürfe zur Geschichte des Seins als Metaphysik 
(Sketches for a History of Being as Metaphysics), and Die Erinnerung in die Metaphysik 
(Recollection of Metaphysics); as well as the essay Die Seinsgeschichtliche Bestimmung der 
Nihilismus (Nihilism as determined by the History of Being) of 1944-46. This essay, “…more 
thoroughly than any other text in the Nietzsche volumes” maps Heidegger’s “path of 
thought towards the Letter on Humanism.” (Krell 1982: 260).
Nietzsche’s thinking is also subjected to an extended treatment in other texts by Heidegger 
including his Einführung in die Metaphysik (Introduction to Metaphysics) of 1935; Nietzsches 
Wort: Gott is Tot (The Word of Nietzsche: God is Dead), which appears in 1943; Überwindung 
der Metaphysik (Overcoming Metaphysics) of 1951; Was heisst Denken? (What is called 
Thinking?) of 1951-2 and the text Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra? (Who is Nietzsche’s 
Zarathustra?), which follows in 1953. All of the above-mentioned texts provide different 
entry points into Heidegger’s extended and evolving conversation with Nietzsche’s 
philosophy. Yet, as was alluded to in the introduction, even though Heidegger’s many texts 
that deal with Nietzsche cannot be said to present a unified position, the main thrust of 
Heidegger’s interpretation is seen by most commentators as involving the reduction of 
Nietzsche’s philosophy to five fundamental and interrelated metaphysical terms:
“Der Wille zur Macht” nennt das Wort für das Sein des Seienden als solchen, die essentia 
des Seienden. “Nihilismus” ist der Name für die Geschichte der Wahrheit des so bestimmten 
Seinenden. “Ewige Wiederkunft des Gleichen” heißt die Weise, wie das Seiende im Ganzen 
ist, die existentia des Seienden. “Der Übermensch” bezeichnet jenes Menschentum, das von 
diesem Ganzen gefordert wird. “Gerechtigkeit” ist das Wesen der Wahrheit des Seienden als 
Wille zur Macht. (N II: 260).
4  Heidegger notes: “Infolge des vorzeitigen Schlusses des Semesters im Juli 1939 bricht hier der 
Vortrag der Vorlesung ab. Mit dem Text der beiden noch vorgesehenen Schlußvorlesungen, die 
im Rückblick alles Voraufgegangene: Der Wille zur Macht als Kunst, Die Ewige Wiederkehr des 
Gelichen und Der Wille zur Macht als Erkenntnis zusammen-zudenken versuchen, beginnt der 
zweite Band dieser Veröffentlichung” (N1: 658).
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“Will to power” is the word for the Being of beings as such, the essentia of beings. “Nihilism” 
is the name for the history of the truth of beings thus defined. “Eternal return of the same” 
means the way in which beings as a whole are, the existentia of beings. Übermensch describes 
the type of humanity that is demanded by this whole. “Justice” is the essence of the truth of 
beings as will to power. (WPK: 189, modified by CFB)5
Since most assessments of Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche are based upon consideration 
of the above reduction, and the questions that guide the current chapter are largely 
emergent from Heidegger’s position in the late thirties and early forties, it is necessary, by 
way of introduction, to first briefly rehearse how he “bores” himself into Nietzsche work 
(Löwith 1997: 225) in this context. 
For Heidegger, Nietzsche characterises the essence of all beings as will to power, and this 
involves the continual “enhancement and preservation” of power - “the animation – 
holding sway on its own terms – of the will to power” (NII: 268; WPK: 197). As a result of this 
reading, Heidegger can conclude that the will to power also controls all “value estimating” 
(NII: 271-272; WPK: 199). Nihilism follows necessarily from the will to power in Heidegger’s 
reading here, since it is only from the perspective of the will to power that he believes 
Nietzsche can conclude that all earlier values (such as God and truth) have lost their 
“capacity to shape history” (NII: 276; WPK: 276). As such, nihilism marks the completion 
of Western metaphysics, but in so doing does not “…strive for mere nullity” (NII: 277; WPK: 
204). Rather, it attempts to establish new values as the “…ideal of the supreme degree of 
powerfulness of spirit” (NII: 281; WPK: 208).
As Heidegger reads it, the will to power culminates in the eternal recurrence of the same 
(NII: 285; WPK: 211), the thought of which becomes the “…strangest and most fruitful” 
when one comes to the realisation that the thinking of this thought must have the “…
essential form of a metaphysical projection” (NII: 289; WPK: 214). Consequently, Nietzsche’s 
Übermensch6 is considered by Heidegger at this point to be one who is able to think of 
Being as such as will to power; and Being as a whole as the eternal recurrence of the same 
(NII: 292; WPK: 216). Heidegger claims that in the figure of the Übermensch, the “…earlier 
pre-eminence of reason [is transformed] into the pre-eminence of animality” (NII: 300; 
WPK: 223), and that “[t]he consummate subjectivity of will to power is the origin of the 
5  In the context of this particular quotation, Heidegger identifies justice as one of the five major 
motifs in Nietzsche’s philosophy. There are, however, other passages where Heidegger calls 
the Umwerthung aller Werthe “…another major rubric by which [Nietzsche] assigns his own 
fundamental position its definite place within the history of Western metaphysics” (NII: 35; N: 6; 
see also NII: 40; N: 9), and excludes justice as a major motif. As such, the chapter to follow deals 
expressly and exclusively with the revaluation of values as a major motif in Nietzsche’s thinking, 
and as is mentioned later in this chapter, the theme of justice is excluded from my analysis.
6  I choose not to translate this term with the usual “Overman” or “Superman” since it is my view 
that both these translations fail to capture what Nietzsche intends with this term. I alter the 
English translations I consult in order to ensure consistency in this practice.
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essential necessity of the Übermensch.” (NII: 302; WPK 225, modified by CFB). The last of 
the key terms that Heidegger identifies in this passage - “justice” - is interpreted as the 
concern of “…that sort of humankind which is to be forged and bred into a type, a type that 
possesses an essential aptitude for establishing absolute dominion over the earth” (NII: 327; 
N3: 245, modified by CFB).
By means of these five key motifs that are amalgamated under the ambit of values, 
Heidegger “violently reinterprets” (Rorty 1992: 225) Nietzsche’s thinking in order to fit his 
understanding of the history of Being. But, what is this history of Being; how exactly does 
this reading of Nietzsche fit with Heidegger’s own thinking on values and valuation and his 
later assessment of Nietzsche; and, most crucially, how does this reading square (if at all) 
with my own reading of Nietzsche’s published works?
In attempting to address the above questions, this chapter interweaves a discussion of 
Heidegger’s now well-known (and highly problematic) treatment of Nietzsche’s thinking 
with both his later interpretations of Nietzsche; as well as my own readings of selections 
from the Nietzschean texts that I deem relevant to showing up the problems in Heidegger’s 
evolving assessment. As mentioned in the Introduction, most considerations of Heidegger’s 
interpretation of Nietzsche neglect especially the renewed positive appraisal of Nietzsche 
beginning in the 1950s in texts such as Was heisst Denken? and Wer ist Nietzsches 
Zarathustra?, and so provide what I consider to be an incomplete assessment of Heidegger’s 
engagement with Nietzsche. As such, this chapter attempts to show that Heidegger’s 
interpretation is not static, and certainly not limited to the assessment of late thirties and 
early forties.
In considering Heidegger’s treatment of Nietzsche in this chapter, I consider only two 
of the five keywords that Heidegger identifies in the above quotation to structure my 
investigation: the highly disputed concepts of will to power and eternal return. This is since, 
in my view, his interpretation of these two themes articulates the unity he aims to show in 
Nietzsche’s writing with sufficient clarity, and because a complete and focused discussion 
of the other three motifs would require an extended treatment that is not essential to the 
focus of the current work. As such, the motifs of justice, nihilism7 and the Übermensch are 
included only as they relate to Heidegger’s characterisation of the other key words, and to 
my main focus – the question of value.
It may be objected that allowing Heidegger such a strong voice in the current chapter is 
illegitimate, since it seems to permit Heidegger to set the parameters by which Nietzsche’s 
thinking on values is read. However, I believe my approach is justified for two reasons. First, 
since my own reading of Nietzsche’s texts, as well as what I believe to be neglected aspects 
of Heidegger’s later assessment, are provided, I believe an appropriate measure of balance is 
7  It must be noted that I do provide a more extended treatment of the motif of nihilism in the 
third chapter in order to introduce Nietzsche’s revaluation of values.
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added to the presentation. Second, this chapter is used to set the scene for the next chapter 
which is devoted to unravelling Nietzsche’s conception of valuation and revaluation. In 
my view, it is crucial to first set out the basic terms of Heidegger’s well-known and much 
criticised reading, and point out some of its strengths and weaknesses, before proceeding 
to discuss his views on valuation and revaluation from a different vantage point.
As previously mentioned, in the chapter to follow the present one, Heidegger’s value-
critique that was presented in the previous chapter is again presented, this time using 
the critical points that Heidegger levels against Scheler previously identified. The aim is to 
provide a focus to a critical reading of Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche, specifically in terms 
of values and revaluation. As was shown in the previous chapter, Heidegger rejects: 1) values 
as predeterminations of things present-to-hand; 2) values conceived as a-historical and 
enduringly present; 3) values as having ontological status in the sense of beings present-at-
hand that round out an ontology of the world; 4) values as projections of a willing “subject;” 
and 5) an approach to values via a method that is considered foundational. I demonstrate 
that despite the violent, problematic and fluid readings of Nietzsche by Heidegger that 
emerge especially in the current chapter, Heidegger’s rejection of value-thinking can, in 
certain respects, still be maintained. 
As a prelude to my presentation of Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche’s key words, what 
follows is an outline and critical appreciation of Heidegger’s much-contested Seinsgeschichte. 
This is because Heidegger’s “history of Being” - the theme of his later works as Magnus 
(1970: x) calls it - is pivotal to an understanding of his engagement with Nietzsche.
Heidegger’s “History” of Being – the Seinsgeschichte.
In order to understand how and why Heidegger can call Nietzsche “the last metaphysician” 
(NI: 480; WPK: 8) and a value-thinker, one needs first to establish what exactly Heidegger 
proposes when he develops his Seinsgeschichte – his history of Being. This “history” has 
been contested on many fronts, most forcefully by Richard Rorty who claims that:
Heidegger cheerfully ignores, or violently reinterprets, lots of Plato and Nietzsche while 
presenting himself as respectfully listening to the voice of Being as it is heard in their words. 
But Heidegger knew what he wanted to hear in advance. He wanted to hear something that 
would make his own historical position decisive, by making his own historical epoch terminal 
(Rorty 1992: 225).
In this section, I present an abbreviated outline of Heidegger’s Seinsgeschichte, reserving a 
critical appreciation thereof for the end of this chapter. My presentation here is necessarily 
incomplete, since the aim of this section is not to provide a comprehensive analysis of the 
Seinsgeschichte, but rather to use a presentation thereof as a vantage point from which to 
understand Heidegger’s placement of Nietzsche within his history of Being as metaphysics. 
My reading will be extracted mainly, but not exclusively, from Einführung in die Metaphysik, 
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Identität und Differenz and two selections from his Nietzsche-Buch: Der Wille zur Macht als 
Erkenntnis and Die Seinsgeschichtliche Bestimmung des Nihilismus.
The project of Heidegger’s “history” finds its beginnings already in Sein und Zeit, where it is 
described as the project of the destruction of metaphysics (SZ: 22-23; BAT: 20).8 As I have 
argued elsewhere (Botha 2008), Heidegger understands this “Destruktion” in the sense 
of a taking-apart - a “de-struere” of the covering over of the original nature of Being over 
the course of Western history, and not as an unsophisticated “destroying.” Although the 
concept of “Destruktion” is later replaced by the notions of “overcoming” and “Verwindung” 
(ibid.), Heidegger’s aim remains the same throughout his writing: to re-appropriate the 
philosophical tradition in a radical way.9 How then does this re-appropriation take place?
For Heidegger, history is a “…chronology of Western metaphysics: a history composed 
of diverse epochs of Being corresponding to what [he] calls fundamental metaphysical 
positions.” (Catanu 2010: 52). Heidegger’s use of the term “metaphysics” is idiosyncratic, 
since he is not referring to the branch of philosophy that deals with the nature of reality, 
but rather:
Die Metaphysik denkt das Seiende im Ganzen nach seinem Vorrang vor dem Sein. Alles 
abendländische Denken seit den Griechen bis zu Nietzsche ist metaphysisches Denken. Jedes 
Zeitalter der abendländischen Geschichte gründet in der jeweiligen Metaphysik. (NI: 478-79)
Metaphysics thinks beings as a whole according to their priority over Being. The whole of 
Western thinking from the Greeks through Nietzsche is metaphysical thinking. Each age of 
Western history is grounded in its respective metaphysics (WPK: 7)
His view is that, throughout the major periods of its history, metaphysics has been 
concerned with the Being of beings. However, what Being as such means in its truth has 
never been the concern of metaphysics - a failure that Heidegger seeks to correct by means 
of calling attention to the Seinsvergessenheit (forgetfulness of Being) that results in the 
abandonment of Being (Seinsverlassenheit).
As a result, when Heidegger reads Plato, Nietzsche, or the work of any other philosopher, 
he reads their works with a very specific agenda - to determine the relationship of their 
8  Inwood (1999: 95) points out that Heidegger assigns the first appearance of the concept of 
the Seinsgeschichte to the lecture Vom Wesen der Wahrheit (On the Essence of Truth) that was 
originally presented in 1930.
9  Taft (1988) rightfully, I think, compares Nietzsche’s project of a devaluation and subsequent 
revaluation of all values with Heidegger’s project of destruction of the metaphysical tradition 
and his attempt at a retrieval of that which made such a tradition possible in the first place. Taft 
claims that Nietzsche’s project of devaluation/revaluation is limited because he remains bound 
by traditional concepts and conceptual oppositions, even while he seeks to subvert them. (Taft 
1988: 126) Taft’s point is that, for Nietzsche, language remains something essentially under 
human control - a tool. Although I do not discuss this here, I agree that Heidegger is able to take 
Nietzsche’s subversion a step further by radicalising our understanding of language.
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philosophy to the history of Being as metaphysics. As Heidegger puts it when referring 
specifically to his reading of Nietzsche, “[w]hat solely concerns us is the trace that that 
thought-path toward the will to power made into the history of Being…” (NI: 475; WPK: 4, 
emphasis CFB).10
Catanu (ibid.) is, in my view, correct to highlight that for Heidegger the history of Western 
metaphysics is not the same as the history of Being. The history of Being is a kind of 
“genealogy of the history of metaphysics” that exposes what has been left unsaid and 
unthought in the history of metaphysics (ibid.) – the question of the truth of Being. As 
such, in Identität und Differenz, Heidegger provides a list of “historic forms” that make up 
his “genealogy:” “Physis, Logos, Hen, Idea, Energeia, Substantiality, Objectivity, Subjectivity, 
the Will, the Will to Power, the Will to Will” (ID 134/66).11 These are the names he gives to 
the mode of self-disclosure of Being by which it shows and hides itself at the same time (ID 
135/67). How are these “historic forms” explored?
Heidegger claims that early Greek thinking, most notably expressed in the thinking 
of Parmenides and Heraclitus, is not yet metaphysics (GA 40: 145; IM: 145). As Hans-
Georg Gadamer explains, Heidegger’s reading goes against the grain of the dominant 
interpretations of their positions:
Both Parmenides as well as Heraclitus, had been German idealism’s star witnesses and so had 
always played an important role in the Neo-Kantian history of problems. Parmenides was 
seen as the man who first brought the question of being into a kind of identity-relation with 
the concept of thought, of consciousness, or, in Greek terms, of νοείν. Heraclitus was read 
as the profound originator of that dialectical turn of thought, contradiction, behind which 
the truth of becoming, the being of becoming, could be glimpsed. In repeated attempts, 
Heidegger undertook to overcome this idealist misconception of the beginnings of Greek 
philosophy, a misconception fully developed in Hegel’s metaphysics and, in another way, 
in Neo-Kantian transcendental philosophy (which failed to recognize its own Hegelianism) 
(Gadamer 1981: 438).
Heidegger’s view is that the pre-Socratic12 thinkers ask the question concerning the Being of 
beings in such a way that Being itself is revealed (GA 40: 200; IM: 204). They experience the 
10 “Was uns allein angehen muß, ist die Spur, die jener Gedanken-Gang zum Willen zur Macht in 
die Geschichte des Seins…”
11 I depart from my usual method of abbreviation when referring to sections from Identität und 
Differenz because the Stambaugh (2002) translation I consult contains both the German text 
and the English translation. I use the abbreviation “ID” followed by the page number of the 
German text, followed by the page number where the English translation appears.
12 Although it is beyond the scope of the current chapter to discuss in detail, in his analysis of 
Anaximander, Heidegger notes that Nietzsche locates Anaximander among the Pre-Platonic 
philosophers, whilst Hermann Diels, a translator and philologist, locates him among the Pre-
Socratics. Heidegger claims that both designations are alike since they both locate the standard 
for considering the early thinkers in the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle (GA 5: 322; AS 243). 
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Being of beings as the presencing (Anwesen) of what is present (Anwesende) and so do not 
reduce beings to objects for a thinking subject. This understanding of Being as the process 
of the presencing of beings is referred to by Heidegger as a “great” beginning, which needs 
to be retrieved (wiederholen) and transformed into a “new beginning” (GA 40: 42; IM: 41).
In contrast to his assessment of the early Greeks, Heidegger denounces Plato as the thinker 
who begins the transformation of alētheia (truth as revealing) into truth as correctness, 
and so the beginning of the forgetfulness of Being that becomes the Western metaphysical 
tradition13. As he says in Der Europäische Nihilismus: “With Plato’s interpretation of Being as 
idea, philosophy as metaphysics begins” (NII: 226; N: 170).14 In Heidegger’s view, philosophy 
as metaphysics is an enquiry into the Being of beings which ignores Being itself in favour of 
beingness (NII: 347; N: 208). As a result, Heidegger calls both philosophy and metaphysics 
“Platonism” (NI: 208; WPA: 150).15 
Even though Heidegger admits that the term ontology did not properly exist at the time, 
the Platonic view of idea as the cause of the world of changing matter allows for the 
“onto-theological constitution of metaphysics” (NII: 347-348; N: 209-210). In Heidegger’s 
assessment, onto-theology ignores the nature of human being’s existence as being-in-
the-world (Pöggeler 1986: 236), i.e. that human being’s experience of Being in terms of 
her temporal being-in-the-world is obscured by metaphysics. How? In metaphysics, 
objectified abstractions of timeless beings replace human being’s lived experience of Being. 
In Heidegger’s estimation, the most important of these abstractions are “On” - the most 
generalised abstraction of Being - and “Theon” - the most elevated abstraction of Being 
(ID 139/70). In his view, when metaphysics views Being as a unifying first cause, it can be 
called theological (NII: 348-349; N: 210-11). It also becomes ontological because it seeks the 
Being of beings in their totality as their common determination (ID 139/70). In Heidegger’s 
words, “Ontology represents the transcendence as the transcendental. Theology represents 
This gloss, however, misses the ambivalent and nuanced attitude Nietzsche has towards Socrates 
that will emerge in my discussion of Being and becoming later in this chapter. As Kaufmann 
(1974: 396-7) points out, in his lectures on the pre-Platonic philosophers, Nietzsche pointedly 
locates Socrates amongst the pre-Platonics whom, in his view, embody the “purest” type. This 
indicates the special kinship Nietzsche “must have felt” towards Socrates (ibid.). Whilst keeping 
this in mind, I persist in using the designation “pre-Socratic” to refer to the early Greek thinkers 
for the sake of easy reference.
13 It is important to note that Heidegger later characterizes this idea – that Plato transforms truth 
as unconcealment to truth as correctness – as “untenable” (nicht haltbar) in his Das Ende der 
Philosophie und die Aufgabe des Denkens (The End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking). See 
GA 14: 87.
14 “Mit Platons Auslegung des Seins als ίδέα beginnt die Philosophie als Metaphysik”.
15 It is worth mentioning here that in Der Wille zur Macht als Kunst, Heidegger reminds us that he 
is not conducting an “original and detailed examination of Plato’s work,” but rather only “setting 
in rough relief one particular aspect of his work.” For this reason, Heidegger points out that he 
uses the term “Platonism,” rather than refer to Plato as such (NI: 177; WPA: 151). 
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the transcendence as the transcendent” (NII: 349; N: 211).16 Heidegger’s objection to 
metaphysics in its onto-theological guise is that the original ontological difference between 
Being and beings is forgotten (ID 130/62).
So Heidegger’s problem is that the Platonic characterisation allows for thinking Being 
(Sein) as beings (Seiendes). In addition, by means of Plato’s portrayal of Being as the stable, 
visible presence of the idea of beings, presence becomes a determinative category for the 
understanding of Being. For Heidegger, it is Plato who allows for the view that the world of 
changing matter is less “real” than the super-sensual realm of unchanging truth (NI: 232; 
WPA: 201).
Of particular relevance to the main focus of the current work is that even though 
Heidegger admits that valuative thought is “foreign” to Plato, he maintains that it is Plato 
who gives us the “prototype” for valuative thought with his conception of the essence of 
the Idea in the sense of agathon (NII: 227; N: 170) – the Good. How? In Einführung in die 
Metaphysik, Heidegger refers to the division between Being and the ought as one of the 
four “restrictions” of Being (GA 40: 205; IM: 210). He says:
Es bedarf jetzt keiner weitläufigen Erörterungen, um noch eigens zu verdeutlichen, wie auch 
in dieser Scheidung das gegen das Sein Ausgeschiedene, das Sollen, nicht irgendsonstwoher 
dem Sein zu-und angetragen wird. Das Sein selbst bringt, und zwar in der bestimmten 
Auslegung als Idee, den Bezug zum Vorbild-haften und Gesollten mit sich. In dem Maße, 
als das Sein selbst sich hinsichtlich seines Ideencharakters verfestigt, in dem Gleichen Maße 
drängt es dazu, die damit geschehende Herabsetzung des Seins wieder wettzumachen. Aber 
das kann jetzt nur noch so gelingen, daß etwas über das Sein gesetzt wird, was das Sein stets 
noch nicht is, aber jeweils sein soll. (GA 40: 205-6)
We need no far-reaching discussions now in order to make it clear that in this division, as in 
the others, what is excluded from Being, the ought, is not imposed on Being from some other 
source. Being itself, in its particular interpretation as idea, brings with it the relation to the 
prototypical and to what ought to be. As Being itself becomes fixed in its character as idea, it 
also tends to make up for the ensuing degradation of Being. But by now, this can occur only 
by setting something above Being that Being never yet is, but always ought to be. (IM: 211, 
emphasis CFB)
From this one can see how Heidegger intimates that Plato’s idea of the Good provides the 
first step towards thinking in values. In Plato’s terms, the Good – the Idea of Ideas (NII: 225; 
N: 168) - supplies the pattern for all norms, and so can ground other evaluative principles 
and moral guidelines.
16 “Die Ontologie stellt die Transzendenz als das Transzendentale vor. Die Theologie stellt die 
Transzendenz als das Transzendente vor.”
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The next figure in Heidegger’s history is Aristotle, who, in Heidegger’s view, introduces 
teleological thought to the theological and ontological ground established by Plato. 
This causal view of Being is reinforced by Christianity’s rise in the West, since from this 
perspective it is only God’s self-certainty that allows for the real to persist. As is pointed out 
by Benjamin Crowe (2006: 49), onto-theology does not refer to theism as such, but rather 
a specific version of it where “God” serves to “ground an all-embracing explanation of 
reality.” However, the guarantee for the real gradually shifts from God to man in Heidegger’s 
“history.” 
In Descartes’ thinking, certainty becomes the way in which the essence of truth can be 
found (NII: 148; N: 102). The ground for all representational constructions is to be found in 
the Cartesian ego - that which is present in all representation and cannot be doubted (NII: 
155; N: 108). Heidegger explains:
Weil in der cogitatio das me cogitare liegt, weil zum Vorstellen wesenhaft noch der Bezug 
auf den Vor-stellenden gehört und auf diesen zu alle Vorgestelltheit des Vorgestellten 
sich versammelt, deshalb ist der Vorstellende, der sich dabei “ich” nennen kann, in einem 
betonten Sinne Subjekt, gleichsam das Subjekt im Subjekt, dasjenige, worauf noch, innerhalb 
des in der Vorstellung zum-Grunde-Liegenden, alles zurückgeht. (NII: 162-3)
Because the me is implied in cogitare, because the relation to the one representing still 
belongs to representing, because representedness of what is represented is gathered back to 
it, therefore the one representing who can thus call himself “I,” is the subject in an emphatic 
sense, is, as it were, the subject in the subject, back to which everything that lies at the very 
basis of representation refers. (N: 114)
Heidegger claims that the subjectivity evident in the Cartesian system (a system that yields 
the objectionable subject-object division) is further developed by Leibniz in terms of the 
concept of the will (NII: 237; N: 179). In Heidegger’s reading, the centrality of a representing 
subject present in its Cartesian form is extended by Leibniz to include all aspects of reality. 
Every monad changes from one state to another by striving for the perfect, self-mediated 
order by means of a mirroring of the changing universe (and so also itself) according to the 
pre-established harmony (ibid.).
The humanisation of Being which finds its beginnings in Descartes and continues through 
Leibniz, brings Heidegger to the beginning of the completion of metaphysics. He claims 
that this begins with Hegel’s system in the nineteenth century (GA 40: 189; IM: 192), and 
reaches its “completion” in Nietzsche’s metaphysics. How is it that Nietzsche’s philosophy 
could be taken as the end and completion of Western metaphysics?
As has already been partially explained, for Heidegger, Nietzsche cannot overcome 
metaphysics because he is unable to recognise the oblivion of Being, i.e. the essence 
of metaphysics (NII: 341-2; N: 204). Heidegger’s position is that the most extreme 
abandonment of Being occurs with Nietzsche’s proposal that the will to power and the 
eternal return can replace the corrupt values of the past (NII 340-1; N: 202-3). How does the 
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will to power provide evidence for Nietzsche’s thinking being essentially metaphysical in 
this history that Heidegger constructs? Heidegger writes that, in his interpretation:
Der Ausdruck “Wille zur Macht” nennt den Grundcharakter des Seienden; jegliches Seiende, 
das ist, ist sofern es ist: Wille zur Macht. Damit wird ausgesagt, welchen Charakter das 
Seiende als Seiendes hat. (NI: 26)
The expression “will to power” designates the basic character of beings; any being which is, 
insofar as it is, is will to power. The expression stipulates the character that beings have as 
beings. (WPA: 18)
In his writings on Nietzsche, Heidegger thus aims to show how Nietzsche is yet another 
figure (albeit the terminal figure) in his history of metaphysics that defines the Western 
philosophical tradition: 
Vor der allgemeinen Kennzeichnung von Nietzsches Willensbegriff wurde ein kurzer Hinweis 
auf die Überlieferung der Metaphysik gegeben, um anzudeuten, daß die Auffassung des Seins 
als Wille nichts Absonderliches an sich hat. Dasselbe gilt aber auch von der Kennzeichnung 
des Seins als Macht. So entschieden die Auslegung des Seins als Wille zur Macht Nietzsche 
zu eigen bleibt und so wenig er ausdrücklich darum wußte, in welchem geschichtlichen 
Zusammenhang auch der Machtbegriff als Bestimmung des Seins steht, so gewiß tritt 
Nietzsche mit dieser Auslegung des Seins des Seienden in den innersten und weitesten Kreis 
des abendländischen Denkens (NI: 76).
Prior to our general description of Nietzsche’s concept of will we made brief reference to 
the metaphysical tradition, in order to suggest that the conception of Being as will is not in 
itself peculiar. But the same is true also of the designation of Being as power. No matter how 
decisively the interpretation of Being as will to power remains Nietzsche’s own, and no matter 
how little Nietzsche explicitly knew in what historical context the very concept of power as a 
determination of Being stood, it is certain that with this interpretation of the Being of beings 
Nietzsche advances into the innermost and broadest circle of thought (WPA: 63).
What is the “broadest circle of thought” that Heidegger refers to here? It is the circle that 
begins with Plato’s forgetfulness of Being. As Heidegger writes, “[w]ith this utterance, ‘Life 
is will to power,’ Western metaphysics completes itself; at its beginning stands the obscure 
statement ‘…being as a whole as physis.’” (NI: 492).17 Heidegger takes the completing of 
the circle to mean that Nietzsche unwittingly brings with him the end of metaphysics.18 
Nietzsche as “…the thinker of the thought of will to power…” is for Heidegger “…the last 
metaphysician of the West,” (NI: 480; WPK: 8) since “Nietzsche’s philosophy closes the ring 
17 “Mit diesem Spruch: Das Leben ist Willen zur Macht, vollendet sich die abendländischen 
Metaphysik, an deren Anfang das dunkle Wort steht: Das Seiende im Ganzen ist φύσις” (WPK: 18). 
18 Saying that Nietzsche’s philosophy brings with it the “end” or “completion” of metaphysics 
does not imply that metaphysics has ceased or been terminated. Rather, identifying the end 
or completion of metaphysics in Nietzsche’s thinking implies for Heidegger the “…historical 
moment in which the essential possibilities of metaphysics are exhausted” (NII: 201; N: 148).
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that is formed by the very course of inquiry into being as such and as a whole.”(NI: 464, ERS: 
200).19
As Heidegger notes, Nietzsche himself characterizes his philosophy as inverted Platonism 
(NI: 469; ERS: 205), claiming that “My philosophy [is] inverted Platonism: the farther 
removed from true being, the purer, finer, better it is.” (NL 7 [156] KSA 7.199).20 Yet for 
Heidegger, a mere inversion does not eliminate the Platonic position. Rather, precisely 
because it appears to eliminate the Platonic position, Nietzsche’s inversion represents an 
entrenchment of that position (NI: 469; ERS: 205): “The reversal of Platonism, according to 
which for Nietzsche the sensuous becomes the true world and the suprasensuous becomes 
the untrue world, is thoroughly caught in metaphysics” (GA 7: 77; EP: 92).21
As has already been mentioned, Heidegger claims that it is Plato’s understanding of Ideas in 
terms of agathon that opens the way for Nietzsche’s doctrine of being as value and as will to 
power. He tells us that:
...die höchste der Ideen aber – und d.h. zugleich das Wesen aller – ist das , griechisch 
gedacht dasjenige, was tauglich macht, was das Seiende dazu ertüchtigt und ermöglicht, 
Seiendes zu Sein. Sein hat den Charakter der Ermöglichung, ist Bedingung der Möglichkeit. 
Sein ist, mit Nietzsche gesprochen, ein Wert. (NII: 222)
…the highest of ideas, however – and that means at the same time the essence of all ideas – 
is the agathon. Thought in a Greek sense, agathon is what makes suitable, what befits a being 
and makes it possible for it to be a being. Being has the character of making possible, is the 
condition of possibility. To speak with Nietzsche, Being is a value (N: 165-166)
For Heidegger then, it is Plato’s interpretation of being as idea and agathon which leads to 
the interpretation of being as will to power in Nietzsche, which he believes thinks everything 
as value. Heidegger sees the highest will to power not as an unqualified will to power, but 
rather as will to power as valuation. Value is what counts or can be calculated, and it is this 
“accounting” of value that Heidegger sees as most clearly expressed in the concept of the 
will to power (NII: 233-4; N: 176-7). Consequently, Heidegger reads Nietzsche’s “reversal” of 
Platonism as essentially metaphysical, and the key motifs that Heidegger claims emerge in 
Nietzsche’s thinking (will to power, eternal return of the same, nihilism, the Übermensch 
and justice) are meant to provide evidence for this. 
19 The full sentence reads: “Nietzsches Philosophie ist das Ende der Metaphysik, indem sie zum 
Anfang des griechischen Denkens zurückgeht, diesen auf ihre Weise aufnimmt und so den Ring 
schließt, den der Gang des Fragens nach dem Seienden als solchem im Ganzen bildet.”
20 “Meine Philosophie umgedrehter Platonismus: je weiter ab vom wahrhaft Seienden, um so 
reiner schooner besser ist es.”
21 “Die Umkehrung des Platonismus, dergemäß dann für Nietzsche das Sinnliche zur wahren Welt 
und das Übersinnliche zur unwahren wird, verharrt durchaus innerhalb der Metaphysik.”
55
Catherine F. Botha
By means of an abbreviated discussion of Heidegger’s “history of Being as metaphysics,” this 
section has introduced Heidegger’s contention that Nietzsche is the “last metaphysician” 
(NI: 480; WPK: 8) because of his characterisation of the will to power as a ground. As has 
been explained, for Heidegger, “metaphysics” asks about beings with respect to Being, but 
in this asking, the question of Being as such is forgotten. In Heidegger’s view, metaphysics 
forgets the ontological difference (between Being and beings) (NII: 210; N: 155), and so 
considers the Being of beings exclusively from the perspective of beings. Being is postulated 
as the fundamental and absolute ground of beings by traditional metaphysics (ID 125/58), 
whereas for Heidegger “Being is the rejection of the role of such grounding; it renounces all 
grounding, is abyssal” (NII: 251-252; N: 193).22
In the sections to follow, I consider this re-appropriation more closely, by considering 
Heidegger’s reading of two of Nietzsche’s so-called key motifs and placing them into 
counterpoint with my own reading thereof, as well as Heidegger’s own later interpretations. 
I show that Heidegger’s reading is questionable on a number of counts, even though he is 
able to show some convincing links between these motifs in some places. In preparation 
for this, I begin by providing an exposition of Nietzsche’s understanding of Being and 
becoming. Such an exposition is important, since it is my contention that Heidegger’s 
reading of Nietzsche as a Kantian idealist in this context affects how he interprets what he 
identifies as the key motifs of Nietzsche’s thinking.
Nietzsche on Being and Becoming
It is, in my view, Nietzsche’s great genius to explore becoming as a repudiation of the 
concept of static Being, rather than remain caught up in the usual Western metaphysical 
opposition between Being and non-Being.23 However, his elucidation of these concepts 
has met with much criticism, not least by Gyorgy Lukács (1980), who in his Zerstörung 
der Vernunft (The Destruction of Reason), claims that the relationship between Being and 
becoming is only expressed as a “hard antagonism” and “picturesquely blurred eclecticism” 
in Nietzsche’s philosophy. In the face of such negative appraisals, this section provides an 
exposition of the Nietzschean concepts of Being and becoming. Although it is not possible 
22 “Das Sein ist die Ab-sage an die Rolle eines solchen Gründens, versagt alles Gründige, ist ab-
gründig.”
23 As I will show, this does not mean that becoming is simply the negation of Being, but rather 
that it can be interpreted as Nietzsche’s counter to a conception of Being as static. This is in 
some ways in line with Manuel Dries (2008: 133) who also points out that Nietzsche’s concept 
of becoming is conceived of in a mere opposition to Being. What is crucial, however, is that 
Nietzsche sees the consequences of remaining caught up in the usual metaphysical opposition 
as very serious. He says: “The logical world-negation and -nihilization follows from our need 
to oppose Being to non-Being and that the concept ‘becoming’ is denied” / “Die logische 
Weltverneinung und Nihilisirung folgt daraus, daß wir Sein dem Nichtsein entgegensetzen 
müssen, und daß der Begriff ‘Werden’ geleugnet wird.” (NL 9 [62] KSA 12.369, translation CFB). 
56
Presenting Heidegger’s Nietzsche: Two Key Motifs Re-Considered
to provide a complete24 critical tracing of these concepts in Nietzsche’s thinking here, the 
objective is to pick out elements of his characterization that allow for a more meaningful 
discussion of the key motifs that are later explored. The view that I defend is that, even 
though it admittedly almost completely disappears from the works of his so-called middle-
period,25 the concept of becoming is central to understanding most of the major themes in 
Nietzsche’s thinking.26 In addition, I show in this section that reading Nietzsche as a Kantian 
idealist in the context of his pronouncements on becoming (as I claim Heidegger does) 
does not square with the evidence from Nietzsche’s texts.27 This is, as I subsequently show, 
24 Consult, for example, Catanu (2010) for a remarkably detailed assessment of how the concept 
of becoming evolves throughout Nietzsche’s thinking. 
25 It has become customary to divide Nietzsche’s thinking into three periods – the early (1869–
76), the middle (1877–82), and the late (1883–88) – a convention that I will employ. However, 
in my view, it is important to keep in mind that, while such a division is useful, it should not 
be seen as anything more than a convenient way of referring to Nietzsche’s work. As Abbey 
points out, “[t]he classification of Nietzsche’s works into three periods was coined by Lou 
Salomé. Although this schema has become such a commonplace in Nietzsche scholarship that 
she is rarely credited with it. Salomé’s periodization is offered as a heuristic device only; she is too 
subtle and perceptive a reader of Nietzsche to suggest that each period represents a clean and 
complete epistemological break with the earlier one. She points out, for example, that in his last 
phase Nietzsche returns to some of the concerns of his first, but approaches them in a different 
way. Thus it is possible to employ this schema while acknowledging that the boundaries 
between Nietzsche’s phases are not rigid, that some of the thoughts elaborated in one period 
were adumbrated in the previous one, that there are differences within any single phase and 
that some concerns pervade his oeuvre. (Abbey 2000: xii, CFB). Walter Kaufmann (1974: 295) 
expresses the same point, saying that postulating that each “turning point” in Nietzsche’s 
thinking is equivalent to a “radical change of mind” is “untenable.” In addition, it should be kept 
in mind that the three-period schema has certain disadvantages. As Brobjer (1996) points out, 
even though Nietzsche himself emphasized the two “breaks” that such a three-period division 
implies, a schema emphasizing two periods (as is promulgated by Montinari) is, in Brobjer’s 
view, superior. Such a schema proposes a first pre-1880 period, itself divided into two periods 
(a romantic one and a more positivistic one), and a second period starting from 1880. Brobjer’s 
(ibid.) argument is that even though both schemas are equally useful when considering only 
Nietzsche’s published books, if one considers Nietzsche’s biography and notes, the latter schema 
is superior in its acknowledgement of the importance of Nietzsche’s thinking in the early 1880s 
and its connectedness with his post-1882 thinking. 
26 There have been a number of recent attempts to show that Nietzsche is a “philosopher 
of becoming in the Heraclitean sense” and to work out the ramifications of such a view. See 
especially Swift (2008: 120).
27 I do not here address the question of whether Nietzsche can be read as Kantian or neo-Kantian 
in terms of other aspects of his philosophy (his ethics or aesthetics for example) since my aim 
is only to consider Nietzsche’s views on Being and becoming. I demonstrate, in this very narrow 
context, that Nietzsche’s position is contrary to that of Kant’s, if one reads Kant as postulating 
an inaccessible noumenal reality. As has been mentioned in the previous chapter, it is highly 
debatable whether Kant does in fact affirm this inaccessible reality, but for the purposes of the 
current chapter, I will work from such an assumption.
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one of the main reasons why Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche in terms of the key motifs is 
often unsatisfying.
As was already alluded to in the introduction, Nietzsche is overtly hostile towards the 
traditional Western interpretation of reality in terms of static Being. This hostility is clearly 
evident when one considers, for example, Nietzsche’s critique of the philosophers for their 
“hatred” of the idea of becoming:
Sie fragen mich, was Alles Idiosynkrasie bei den Philosophen ist? ... Zum Beispiel ihr Mangel 
an historischem Sinn, ihr Hass gegen die Vorstellung selbst des Werdens, ihr Ägypticismus. 
Sie glauben einer Sache eine Ehre anzuthun, wenn die dieselbe ent-historisiren […] Die 
Tod, der Wandel, das Alter ebensogut als Zeugung und Wachsthum sind für sie Einwände, - 
Widerlegungen sogar. Was ist, wird nicht; was wird, ist nicht…
You asked me which of the philosophers’ traits are really idiosyncrasies? ... For example, their 
lack of historical sense, their hatred of the very idea of becoming, their Egypticism. They 
think that they show their respect for something when they de-historicize it […] Death, 
change, old age, as well as procreation and growth, are to their minds objections – even 
refutations. What is does not become; whatever becomes, is not. (GD/TI “‘Die Vernunft’ in 
der Philosophie”/“‘Reason’ in Philosophy” 1 KSA 6.74, modified by CFB)
Why is it that Nietzsche rejects the idea of static Being and champions becoming? His 
rejection of the view of the philosophers in the quotation above is a result of his denial 
that there exists a true, eternal, unchanging reality. The problematic of the nature of reality 
was already explored by the Greeks, and it is to them whom Nietzsche returns, in both an 
appreciative and critical fashion, in his development of his own metaphysics of becoming.
Socrates and Becoming: A Critical Appreciation
The critical side of Nietzsche’s engagement with the Greeks in terms of the question of 
becoming becomes clearly evident in his evaluation of Socrates, whose influence, Nietzsche 
claims, is like a “shadow which grows in the evening sun” (GT/BT 15 KSA 1.97). Dillon’s 
(2000: 51) explanation of how Being and becoming are juxtaposed in Greek thought is 
instructive in this regard:
In the context of Greek thought, […] ‘being” (often characterized by the additional 
qualification “real” or “true”) denotes […] a single, permanent, unchanging, fundamental 
reality, to which is habitually opposed the inconstant flux and variety of visible things. 
This reality is initially seen simply as a sort of substratum out of which the multiplicity of 
appearances may evolve, but progressively there come to be added to it other features, such 
as absolute unity (or, conversely, infinite multiplicity), eternity (ultimately timelessness), 
incorporeality (or, conversely, basic corporeality), and rationality (or, conversely, blind 
necessity). In short, “being” (on, or ousia) becomes in Greek philosophy the repository of all 
the concepts that can be thought up to characterize the idealized opposite of what we see 
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around us - its counterpart, which comprises all aspects of the everyday physical world, being 
termed “becoming” (genesis).
For Nietzsche, it is Socrates who encourages this kind of dualistic understanding of reality 
in Greek thinking, and so it is his “decadent” interpretation of “what-is” that receives 
the brunt of Nietzsche’s critical attention.28 In Plato’s allegory of the cave, for example, 
Socrates’ aim is to show that the true reality is not the disorderly world revealed to us by 
our unreliable senses.29 The world of Becoming, with its lack of stability is relegated to the 
realm of mere illusion - an imperfect copy of a perfect, unchanging “form”. As such, the 
allegory communicates the idea that there are two worlds – one that is subject to change 
and decay, and another – the true reality of the Ideas.
We see Nietzsche launching an indirect attack on the allegory and its implications already 
in a passage from Die Geburt der Tragödie. In his analysis of Sophoclean tragedy, Nietzsche 
seems to be trying to satirise the cave allegory’s message that human being can obtain the 
illumination of true knowledge by means of the use of very specific ocular imagery:
Wenn wir bei einem kräftigen Versuch, die Sonne in’s Auge zu fassen, uns geblendet abwenden, 
so haben wir dunkle farbige Flecken gleichsam als Heilmittel vor den Augen: umgekehrt sind 
28 This is not meant to imply that Nietzsche’s assessment of Socrates is not ambivalent. I believe 
Solomon and Higgins (2000: 128) rightly place Socrates as number one on two lists: the first 
comprised of Nietzsche’s intellectual heroes, and the second comprised of those thinkers whom 
he most criticized. In addition, it must be pointed out that I only discuss Nietzsche’s objections 
in the context of Socrates’ thinking here, even though he admittedly extends this critique in his 
discussion of Christianity.
29 Nietzsche’s view on the relationship between Plato and Socrates is admittedly complex. In a 
Nachlass note Nietzsche posits that Plato was initially a Heraclitean who saw everything as flux, 
but that it was Socrates who caused Plato to see the persistence of goodness, which was then 
accepted as Being: “Plato: Erst Herakliteer consequent Skeptiker, alles, auch das Denken, Fluß. 
Durch Sokrates zum Beharren des Guten, Schönen gebraucht. Diese als seiend angenommen.” 
(NL 23 [27] KSA 7.550). The view of Socrates as the corruptor of Plato is again expressed in 
Die Geburt der Tragödie where Socrates is identified as the “vortex or turning-point of so-called 
world history” who corrupted the “typical” Hellenic youth - Plato. (GT/BT 13 KSA 1.91). But this 
negative reading is contradicted by Nietzsche’s claim in Ecce Homo for example, where he states 
that he does not regard Plato merely as a follower, and certainly not the “dupe” of Socrates. (EH/
EH “Die Unzeitgemässen”/“Untimely Meditations” 3 KSA 6. 320). In addition, in Jenseits von Gut 
und Böse, Nietzsche also claims that “Plato did everything he could in order to read something 
refined and noble into the proposition of his teacher-above all, himself. He was the most 
audacious of all interpreters and took the whole Socrates only the way one picks a popular tune 
and folk song from the streets in order to vary it into the infinite and impossible - namely, into 
all of his own masks and multiplicities./ Plato hat Alles gethan, um etwas Feines und Vornehmes 
in den Satz seines Lehrers hinein zu interpretiren, vor Allem sich selbst —, er, der verwegenste 
aller Interpreten, der den ganzen Sokrates nur wie ein populäres Thema und Volkslied von der 
Gasse nahm, um es in’s Unendliche und Unmögliche zu variiren: nämlich in alle seine eignen 
Masken und Vielfältigkeiten.” (JGB/BGE 190 KSA 5. 111)
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jene Lichtbilderscheinungen des sophokleischen Helden, kurz das Apollinische der Maske, 
nothwendige Erzeugungen eines Blickes in’s Innere und Schreckliche der Natur, gleichsam 
leuchtende Flecken zur Heilung des von grausiger Nacht versehrten Blickes.
When, by means of an energetic attempt, we focus on the sun, we have, when we turn away, 
dark spots before our eyes by way of remedy alone: conversely, the luminous images of the 
Sophoclean heroes, in short, those Apollonian masks, are the necessary productions of a look 
into the horror of nature, luminous spots, as it were, designed to cure an eye hurt by the 
ghastly night (GT/BT 9 KSA 1.65, modified by CFB). 
The image of the sun evoked here can be read as a veiled reference to the cave allegory in 
which the shackled prisoners are said to eventually be able to emerge from their shadowy 
cave-prison and gaze upon the true reality represented by the sun – the Good. In contrast, 
by creating a tragedy which is “luminous,” Nietzsche postulates that Sophocles is able to 
“cure” the audience of the terror that the abyss of darkness – the “horror of nature” - causes. 
Good art (in this case, the Sophoclean tragedy) is able to expose reality as dark and chaotic 
becoming, but also provide the necessary illusion (the “Apollonian masks”) to temper the 
fear that this realisation brings forth.30 However, as is pointed out by Hussain (2009: 172), 
Nietzsche believes that good art sees its illusions for what they are without the illusions 
themselves being undermined.31 As such, Nietzsche’s point is not to encourage flight from 
the realisation that there is no stable centre - no sun - but rather that (good) art can be a 
means to cope with the flux that is reality.32 
As a result, Nietzsche objects to what he calls the “improvement morality” (GD/TI “Das 
Problem des Sokrates”/“The Problem of Socrates”11 KSA 6.73) that Socrates encourages 
30 This is not meant to imply that Nietzsche blithely adopts Schopenhauer’s approach to aesthetics 
here. For Schopenhauer, art offers temporary relief from the vicissitudes of the natural, 
phenomenal world, allowing for the “contemplation without interest” that Nietzsche later 
decries when discussing the Kantian approach to aesthetics. On the contrary, for Nietzsche, art 
is an affirmation of existence, and our contemplation thereof can never be disinterested (GM/
GM III [6] KSA 5. 346-349). See Cox (2006: 499) for a more detailed discussion on the differences 
that emerge between Schopenhauer and Nietzsche in this context.
31 Similarly, in Über Wahrheit und Lüge im aussermoralischen Sinne (On Truth and Lies in a 
Nonmoral Sense), Nietzsche maintains that “…truths are illusions that we have forgotten are 
illusions.” (WL/TL 1 KSA 1. 881)
32 Nietzsche seems to allow for the view there exists a metaphysical world relative to which 
nature is mere appearance in Die Geburt der Tragödie. This view is tempered to some extent in 
Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, where, although he still grants that although there could be a 
metaphysical world, he claims that all we can say about it is that it has a “differentness” that we 
cannot access (MAM/HH 9 KSA 2. 29). Although the idea that redemption from the flux of life 
can come only through the illusion that art teaches us – a theme first explored in Die Geburt 
der Tragödie – remains Nietzsche’s concern in his later works, it seems that in his later works, 
the two-world view is completely rejected. See Julian Young (1992) and my Dance and/as art: 
Considering Nietzsche and Badiou (Botha 2013).
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- an attempt to flee the world of flux and change by means of a denial of the passions and 
the instincts. By denying appearance, the body, and Dionysus - that most radical realisation 
of multiplicity - Socrates believed human being would be able to access absolute, eternal 
Truth. On the contrary, in acknowledging that all is Becoming, and that there is no absolute 
Truth, Nietzsche encourages a life of lightness, play, and dance.
The indirect reference to the cave allegory discussed above is repeated by Nietzsche in 
various forms throughout his work. In Morgenröte, for example, Nietzsche makes it clear 
that he rejects the idea of postulating a true reality lying behind or beyond the changing 
world revealed to us by our senses when he says: “The habits of our senses have woven us 
into lies and deception of sensation: These again are the basis of all our judgements and 
‘knowledge’ – there is absolutely no escape, no backway or bypath into the real world!”33 
(MR/D 117 KSA 3. 110). Calling the aphorism “In Prison” (“Im Gefängniss”) links Nietzsche’s 
rejection of the distinction between Being and appearance to the image of the prisoners 
shackled in the cave in the Cave Allegory.
This aphorism is important since it underlines Nietzsche’s contention that there is no Being 
behind or beyond becoming and, very importantly, casts doubt on the accuracy of the 
earlier-mentioned claim by Heidegger: that “[t]he reversal of Platonism, according to which 
for Nietzsche the sensuous becomes the true world and the suprasensuous becomes the 
untrue world, is thoroughly caught in metaphysics” (GA 7: 77; EP: 92).34 Heidegger explicitly 
links becoming to the true world and Being to the apparent world in Nietzsche’s philosophy 
in the Nietzsche lectures: “Granted the presupposition of Nietzsche’s interpretation of 
Platonism in the sense of the distinction between the ‘true and apparent worlds,’ we can 
say that the true world is the world of becoming; the apparent world is the stable and 
constant world” (NI: 617; WPK: 124).35 What is crucial for my purposes in this section is 
what Heidegger says next: “The true and apparent worlds have exchanged their places 
and ranks and modes; but in this exchange and inversion the precise distinction of a true 
33 “Die Gewohnheiten unserer Sinne haben uns in Lug und Trug der Empfindung eingesponnen: 
diese wieder sind die Grundlagen aller unserer Urtheile und “Erkentnisse,” – es giebt durchaus 
kein Entrinnen, keine Schlupf- und Schleichwege in die wirkliche Welt!” The aphorism continues 
by making reference to the spinning of webs. This again indicates a link with Socrates whom 
Nietzsche sometimes characterises as a spider-metaphysician who sucks the blood out of life. 
See Kofman (1993: 69-73) for a discussion on the use of spider imagery in Nietzsche’s writings.
34  “Die Umkehrung des Platonismus, dergemäß dann für Nietzsche das Sinnliche zur wahren Welt 
und das Übersinnliche zur unwahren wird, verharrt durchaus innerhalb der Metaphysik.”
35  “Unter der Voraussetzung von Nietzsches Auslegung des Platonismus im Sinne der 
Unterscheidung der ‘wahren und der scheinbaren Welt’ läßt sich sagen: Die wahre Welt ist das 
Werdende, die scheinbare Welt ist das Feste und Beständige. Die wahre und die scheinbare 
Welt haben ihre Plätze und Ränge und ihre Art vertauscht; aber in dieser Vertauschung und 
Umkehrung bleibt gerade die unterscheidung einer währen und scheinbaren Welt erhalten.”
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and an apparent world is preserved.” (NI: 617; WPK 124)36 This statement can be seen as 
Heidegger’s answer to the “critical questions” he first poses in Der Wille zur Macht als Kunst: 
Es gilt, den Weg zu einer neuen Auslegung des Sinnlichen aus einer neuen Rangordnung von 
Sinnlichem und Nichtsinnlichem freizumachen. Diese neue Rangordnung will nicht innerhalb 
des alten Ordnungsschemas einfach umkehren und jetzt nur das Sinnliche hochschätzen 
und das Nichtsinnliche geringschätzen, will nicht, was zuunterst stand, zuoberst setzen. Neue 
Rangordnung und Wertsetzung heißt: das Ordnungs-schema verwandeln. Insofern muß 
die Umdrehung eine Herausdrehung aus dem Platonismus werden. Wie weit diese sich bei 
Nietzsche erstreckt und erstrecken kann, wie weit es zu einer Überwindung des Platonismus 
kommt und wie weit nicht, das sind notwendige Fragen der Kritik… (NI: 242)
A path must be cleared for a new interpretation of the sensuous on the basis of a new 
hierarchy of the sensuous and the non-sensuous. The new hierarchy does not simply wish to 
reverse matters within the old structural order, now reverencing the sensuous and scorning 
the nonsensuous. It does not wish to put what was at the very bottom at the very top. A new 
hierarchy and a new valuation mean that the ordering structure must be changed. To that 
extent, overturning Platonism must become a twisting free of it. How far the latter extends 
with Nietzsche, how far it can go, to what extent it comes to an overcoming of Platonism and 
to what extent not - those are necessary critical questions. (WPA: 209-210)
But is Nietzsche, in his postulation that all that-is is becoming, only claiming that the 
priority of Being over becoming needs merely to be reversed, a reversal that Heidegger can 
then call metaphysical? To answer this question, one needs to consider the appreciative side 
of Nietzsche’s engagement with the Greeks, specifically his turn to Heraclitus as inspiration 
for his understanding of becoming.
Heraclitus and Becoming: An Affirmation
Although his affirmative appraisal of Heraclitus is already evident in his lectures on the pre-
Platonic philosophers of 1872, it is in Ecce Homo that Nietzsche clearly explains his affinity 
to Heraclitean thinking:
[Ich verstehe mich] als den ersten tragischen Philosophen […] – das heisst den äussersten 
Gegensatz und Antipoden eines pessimistischen Philosophen. Vor mir […] es fehlt die 
tragische Weisheit, — ich habe vergebens auch Anzeichen davon selbst bei den grossen 
Griechen der Philosophie, denen der zwei Jahrhunderte vor Sokrates, gesucht. Ein Zeifel 
blieb mir zurück bei Heraklit, in dessen Nähe überhaupt mir wärmer, mir wohler zu Muthe 
wird als irgendwo sonst. Die Bejahung des Vergehens und Vernichtens, das Entscheidende 
36 This view – the idea that Nietzsche does not overturn the distinction between the true and 
apparent worlds, or Being and becoming, but merely inverts them – is expressed earlier in the 
same lecture course where he says that Nietzsche “…posits Becoming as a higher value” as 
opposed to Being (NI: 549; WPK 65).
62
Presenting Heidegger’s Nietzsche: Two Key Motifs Re-Considered
in einer dionysischen Philosophie, das Ja-sagen zu Gegensatz und Krieg, das Werden, mit 
radikaler Ablehnung auch selbst des Begriffs “Sein” – darin muss ich unter allen Umständen 
das mir Verwandteste anerkennen, was bisher gedacht worden ist. Die Lehre von der “Ewigen 
Wiederkunft”, das heisst vom unbedingten und unendlich wiederholten Kreislauf aller Dinge 
– diese Lehre Zarathustra’s könnte zuletzt auch schon von Heraklit gelehrt worden sein. 
[…] I understand myself as the first tragic philosopher, which is to say, the most extreme 
opposite and antipode of a pessimistic philosopher. Before me […] tragic wisdom was lacking; 
I have looked in vain for signs of it even among the great Greeks in philosophy, those of the 
two centuries before Socrates. I retained some doubt in the case of Heraclitus, in whose 
proximity I feel altogether warmer and better than anywhere else. The affirmation of passing 
away and destroying, which is the decisive feature of a Dionysian philosophy; saying Yes 
to opposition and war; becoming, along with a radical repudiation of the very concept of 
being—all this is clearly more closely related to me than anything else thought to date. The 
doctrine of the “eternal recurrence,” that is, of the unconditional and infinitely repeated 
circular course of all things—this doctrine of Zarathustra might in the end have been taught 
already by Heraclitus. (EH/EH “Die Geburt der Tragödie” 3 KSA 6. 312-313)
This passage is particularly important because it highlights at least three aspects of 
Nietzsche’s view on becoming: firstly, that Nietzsche reads Heraclitus as affirming 
“opposition and war” which Nietzsche associates with becoming; secondly, that Nietzsche 
sees his own doctrine of eternal return as anticipated by Heraclitus; and thirdly, and most 
crucially for my analysis in this section, that becoming counts as a “…radical repudiation of 
the very concept of being.” 
As has already been mentioned, for Nietzsche, becoming counts as opposed to Being 
specifically if Being is thought of as a static concept. Heidegger admits as much when he 
says: “Nietzsche opposes what becomes to what is true, that is, what is secured, agreed 
upon, and fixed and in this sense is in being.”37 (NI: 549; WPK: 65). However, Nietzsche’s 
reference to a “…radikaler Ablehnung auch selbst des Begriffs ‘Sein’” seems, in my view, 
to indicate that Nietzsche is not attempting to merely invert the opposition between 
Being and becoming (as Heidegger wants to claim), but rather that he sees becoming as a 
complete rejection of the very concept of Being itself. He makes this clear when he states:
Wäre [die Welt] überhaupt eines Verharrens und Starrwerdens, eines “Seins” fähig, hätte sie 
nur Einen Augenblick in allem ihrem Werden diese Fähigkeit des “Sein”, so wäre es wiederum 
mit allem Werden längst zu Ende, also auch mit allem Denken, mit allem “Geiste”.
Were [the world] at all capable of a persistence and becoming fixed, a “Being,” if it had a 
moment of “Being” in all its becoming, then all becoming would have long ago come to an 
end, the same for all thinking and all “spirit.” (NL 36 [15] KSA 11.556, CFB)
37 “Nietzsche setzt gegen das Wahre, d.h. Sichergestellte, Aus- und Festgemachte und im diesem 
Sinne Seiende, das Werdende.”
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This view is also supported by Nietzsche’s approving discussion of Heraclitus in Die 
Philosophie im tragischen Zeitalter der Griechen (Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks):
Einmal leugnete [Heraklit] die Zweiheit ganz diverser Welten, zu deren Annahme 
Anaximander gedrängt worden war; er schied nicht mehr eine physische Welt von einer 
metaphysischen, ein Reich der bestimmten Qualitäten von einem Reich der undefinirbaren 
Unbestimmtheit von einander ab. Jetzt, nach diesem ersten Schritte, könnte er auch 
nicht mehr von einer weit größeren Kühnheit des Vereinens zurückgehalten werden: er 
leugnete überhaupt das Sein. Denn diese eine Welt, die er übrig behielt […] zeigt nirgends 
ein Verharren, eine Unzerstörbarkeit, ein Bollwerk im Strome. Lauter als Anaximander rief 
Heraklit es aus: “Ich sehe nichts als Werden. Laßt euch nicht täuschen! In eurem kurzen Blick 
liegt es, nicht im Wesen der Dinger, wenn ihr irgendwo festes Land im Meere des Werdens 
und Vergehens zu sehen glaubt. Ihr gebraucht Namen der Dinge als ob sie eine starre Dauer 
hätten: aber selbst der Strom, in den ihr zum zweiten Male steigt, ist nicht derselben als bei 
dem ersten Male.
[Heraclitus] denied the duality of totally diverse worlds—a position which Anaximander had 
been compelled to assume. He no longer distinguished a physical world from a metaphysical 
one, a realm of definite qualities from an undefinable “indefinite.” And after this first step, 
nothing could hold him back from a second, far bolder negation: he altogether denied being. 
For this one world which he retained […] nowhere shows a tarrying, an indestructibility, a 
bulwark in the stream. Louder than Anaximander, Heraclitus proclaimed: “I see nothing other 
than becoming. Be not deceived. It is the fault of your short-sightedness, not of the essence 
of things, if you believe you see land somewhere in the ocean of becoming and passing-away. 
You use names for things as though they rigidly, persistently endured; yet even the stream 
into which you step a second time is not the one you stepped into before.” (PTZG/PTAG 5 
KSA 1.823)
Nietzsche here approvingly portrays Heraclitus as an anti-dualist for whom there is only 
one physical world that is perpetual becoming. His claim, in Nietzsche’s reading, is that the 
“short-sighted” may believe in static Being, but that this is an error of language.38 And as one 
of the short-sighted, Parmenides is accused of being the first to proclaim “the doctrine of 
Being,” a position that Nietzsche considers as “un-Greek as no other in the two centuries of 
the Tragic Age” (PTZG/PTAG 9 KSA 1.836).39 Nietzsche explains:
38 Indeed for Nietzsche, the idea of the immutable is merely a simile created by poets. He says on 
another occasion, for example, that: Alles Unvergängliche —das ist nur ein Gleichniss! Und die 
Dichter lügen zuviel. – Aber von Zeit und Werden sollen die besten Gleichnisse reden: ein Lob 
sollen sie sein und eine Rechtfertigung aller Vergänglichkeit! / Everything immutable— that is 
just a simile! And the poets lie too much. – But of time and becoming the best similes will speak: 
they will be praise and a justification of all mutability! (ZII/ZII “Auf den glückseligen Inseln” KSA 
4.110, modified by CFB)
39 “…ungriechisch wie kein andrer in den zwei Jahrhunderten des tragischen Zeitalters…”
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Wer so im Ganzen urtheilt, wie dies Parmenides that, hört damit auf, ein Naturforscher im 
Einzelnen zu sein; seine Theilnahme für die Phänomene dorrt ab, es bildet sich selbst ein 
Haß, diesen Ewigen Trug der Sinne nicht loswerden zu können. Nur in den verblaßtesten, 
abgezogensten Allgemeinheiten, in den leeren Hülsen der unbestimmtesten Worte soll jetzt 
die Wahrheit wie in einem Gehäuse aus Spinnefäden, wohnen: und neben einer solchen 
‘Wahrheit’ sitzt nun der Philosoph, ebenfalls blutlos wie eine Abstraktion und rings in 
Formeln eingesponnen. Die Spinne will doch das Blut ihrer Opfer; aber der parmenideische 
Philosoph haßt gerade das Blut seiner Opfer, das Blut der von ihm geopferten Empirie. 
When one makes as total a judgment as does Parmenides about the whole of the world, one 
ceases to be a natural scientist, an investigator into any of the world’s parts. One’s sympathy 
toward phenomena atrophies; one even develops a hatred for phenomena including oneself, 
a hatred for being unable to get rid of the eternal deceitfulness of the senses. Henceforth 
truth shall live only in the palest, most abstracted generalities, in the empty husks of the 
most indefinite terms, as though in a house of cobwebs. And beside such “truth” now sits 
the philosopher, as bloodless as his abstractions, in the spun-out fabric of his formulas. A 
spider at least wants blood from his victims. The Parmenidean philosopher hates most of all 
the blood of his victims, the blood of empirical reality which was sacrificed and shed by him. 
(PTZG/PTAG 10 KSA 1.844)
As is evident from the above, in addition to denying becoming, Nietzsche’s Parmenides 
also rejects the evidence of the senses since it is the senses that trick us into believing in 
becoming. As a result, Nietzsche claims that Parmenides flees from reality into the “…rigor 
mortis of the coldest, emptiest concept of all, the concept of being.” (PTZG/PTAG 11 KSA 
1.844).40
For Nietzsche, contrary to Parmenides, reality must be understood as Heraclitean 
becoming, and Being is simply a conceptual (and linguistic) illusion we have created in 
order to think and communicate. So in reviving the ancient agon between Parmenides 
and Heraclitus - what Plato called the “battle of giants concerning being”41 – it seems to 
me then that Nietzsche aims not merely to reverse its outcome, but rather to completely 
collapse the distinction between this binary pair altogether.
Nietzsche and Kantian Idealism
There are a number of commentators who either implicitly or explicitly follow Heidegger 
in reading Nietzsche as working within a Kantian idealist framework.42 Although these 
commentators differ in terms of their approaches, this kind of reading generally postulates 
that Nietzsche is claiming that the world in itself is a “becoming,” leaving the Kantian 
40 “…die starre Todesruhe des kältesten, Nichts sagenden Begriffs, des Seins.”
41 Plato (1993, 246a).
42 See for example Arthur Danto (1965: 95-97), Stephen Houlgate (1993: 133- 135), Bernd Magnus 
(1978: 25–31) and Julian Young (1992: 96-97).
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two-world theory intact.43 Heidegger makes it clear that he rejects the two-world view of 
transcendental idealism as the “grossest misunderstanding” claiming that: 
Die allgemeinen Erörterungen über “Ding an sich” und “Erscheinung” sollten deutlich 
machen, daß mit den Erscheinungen die Gegenstände, die Dinge selbst gemeint sind. “Bloße 
Erscheinung” meint nicht ein bloßes subjektives Gebilde, dem kein Wirkliches entsprincht; 
der Erscheinung als Erscheinung, d.h. als Gegenstand, braucht gar nicht erst noch etwas 
Wirkliches zu entsprechen, weil sie selbst wirklich – das Wirkliche ist. (GA 25: 100).
The general discussion of the “thing-in-itself” and “appearance” should make it clear that with 
appearance, objects or things themselves, is intended. “Mere appearance” does not refer to 
mere subjective structures to which nothing actual corresponds. Appearance as appearance, 
i.e. as object, does not need to still correspond to something real, because appearance itself is 
the real (CFB) 
Why then does he persist in attributing such a view to Nietzsche? As has already been 
mentioned in a footnote earlier in this chapter, even though some of Nietzsche’s (earlier) 
writings seem to leave the door open to such a reading, I contend that there is insufficient 
textual evidence to show that the Kantian idealist view remains his view throughout his 
writings,44 and so casts doubt upon the sustainability of Heidegger’s reading.
My view is supported by my previous discussion of how Nietzsche reads Heraclitus and 
Parmenides45, as well as his pointed rejection of the two-world view espoused by Socrates. 
It seems that Nietzsche, like Heraclitus, “sees nothing other than becoming.” (PTZG/PTAG 
5 KSA 1.823) and rejects the Kantian notion of a reality inaccessible to human perceptual 
and conceptual capacities. But it also seems difficult to support a reading of Nietzsche as 
a Kantian idealist if we consider his explicit rejection of that “very ridiculous thing” (FW/
GS 355 KSA 3.594) - Kant’s notion of the “thing in itself” - which he clearly expresses in Die 
fröhliche Wissenschaft:
Es ist, wie man erräth, nicht der Gegensatz von Subjekt und Objekt, der mich hier angeht: 
diese Unterscheidung überlasse ich den Erkentnisstheoretikern, welche in den Schlingen 
der Grammatik (der Volks-Metaphysik) hängen geblieben sind. Es ist erst recht nicht der 
Gegensatz von “Ding an sich” und Erscheinung: denn wir “erkennen” bei weitem nicht genug, 
um auch nur so scheiden zu dürfen.
43 As has already been explained in Chapter 1, on this reading of Kant, the noumenal world (the 
realm of things-in-themselves) exists in addition to the phenomenal world.
44 Although I do not discuss his position in any significant detail, it must be noted that in contrast 
to those commentators who interpret Nietzsche as a Kantian idealist, Gilles Deleuze takes 
Nietzsche’s postulation that being is becoming seriously, and proceeds to then further develop 
the view that everything that exists only becomes and never is. See Deleuze (1994).
45 A similar point is made by Cox (1998: 51-55).
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You will guess that it is not the opposition of subject and object that concerns me here: 
this distinction I leave to the epistemologists who have become entangled in the snares of 
grammar (the metaphysics of the people). It is even less the opposition of “thing in itself” and 
appearance; for we do not “know” nearly enough even to be allowed to distinguish in this 
way. (FW/GS 354 KSA 3. 593)
Nietzsche is here claiming that we have no grounds for making a distinction between 
the thing in itself and its appearance. As finite human beings we have no access to an 
omniscient point of view that would allow us to make such a distinction. It could, however, 
still be argued that the content of this passage does not exclude reading Nietzsche as 
taking up a Kantian stance, since it could still be construed as allowing for the existence 
of a noumenal realm, even though Nietzsche is denying that knowledge of such a realm 
is possible. However, this kind of reading is not accommodated by Nietzsche’s claim in 
Götzen-Dämmerung:
Die wahre Welt haben wir abgeschafft: welche Welt blieb übrig? Die scheinbare vielleicht? … 
Aber nein! Mit der wahren Welt haben wir auch die scheinbare abgeschafft!
The true world we have abolished: What world has remained? The apparent one perhaps? But 
no! With the true world we have also abolished the apparent one! (GD/TI “Wie die ‘wahre 
Welt’ endlich zur Fabel wurde” 6 KSA 6. 81)
Nietzsche here makes it clear that he rejects the two-world distinction in its totality, a 
view that he also states in his unpublished notes of November 1887-March 1888: “The ‘real 
world,’ however one has hitherto conceived it—it has always been the apparent world once 
again” (NL 11 [50] KSA 13.24/WP 566).46 He ridicules the idea that a “real” world could still 
remain if one “deducted” from it the perspective of the knower (NL 14 [184] KSA 13.371; 
WP 567), since in his view there is no “…‘other,’ no ‘true,’ no essential being…” (ibid.)
A further related rejection of the Kantian position is to be found in Zur Genealogie der Moral 
in which Nietzsche pointedly rejects the Kantian concept of the “intelligible character 
of things” (GM/GM III [12] KSA 5.364). He here claims that this concept makes reality 
“completely incomprehensible” (ibid.).
As a result of the discussion above, it seems to me that reading Nietzsche as a Kantian 
idealist in terms of his view on becoming is difficult to sustain. For Nietzsche, becoming is 
all that is, and so it is his aim to develop an account of how life in this world of becoming 
could be meaningful. But how does this relate to Heidegger’s reading?
Heidegger thinks that Nietzsche’s rejection of Being is based upon misunderstanding. 
One permutation of this position comes to the fore in Einführung in die Metaphysik 
46 “Die ‘wahre Welt’, wie immer auch man sie bisher concipirt hat, — sie war immer die scheinbare 
Welt noch einmal.” 
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where he claims that Nietzsche falls prey to the “commonplace and untrue” opposition of 
Heraclitus (who affirms becoming and change) and Parmenides (who denies them) (GA 
40: 96; IM 133). Heidegger claims that, on the contrary, the two philosophers (and really, 
all philosophers, at some level) in fact say the same thing. How can this be? Heidegger 
contends that for Parmenides, true Being is whatever is changeless behind the appearance 
of change. Yet he also claims that what is true Being for Heraclitus is not endless becoming, 
but rather its circular path. His point is that change itself is cyclical and so continues 
eternally, and as such, becoming is, for Heraclitus what truly is. Heidegger can then claim 
that both philosophers, in their seemingly different ways, aim to liberate eternal Being from 
the flux of appearance and change, or to (mis-)use a Nietzschean turn of phrase, to stamp 
becoming with the seal of Being. 
It seems to me that Heidegger misses the radical nature of Nietzsche’s reading of Heraclitus 
here, most specifically in how Nietzsche’s reading of Heraclitus yields his rejection of static 
Being.47 As has been explained, in my view, Nietzsche is not merely trying to overturn the 
duality of the “battle of the giants” in his claim that there is no (static) Being, but rather 
posit that there is only a becoming that has no telos. It is, in my view, accurate to claim that 
in his pronouncements on becoming, Nietzsche is certainly making a statement regarding 
what-is – Being – as Heidegger points out in his assessment of Parmenides and Heraclitus.48 
However, Nietzsche is no longer working within the terms into which Heidegger forces his 
assessment,49 and so Heidegger’s assessment remains questionable at best. This becomes 
particularly clear when we consider that Nietzsche claims that:
[Die Sprache] sieht überall Thäter und Thun: das glaubt an Willen als Ursache überhaupt; das 
glaubt an’s “Ich”, an’s Ich als Sein, an’s Ich als Substanz und projicirt den Glauben an die Ich-
Substanz auf alle Dinge – es schafft erst damit den Begriff “Ding”…Das Sein wird überall als 
Ursache hineingedacht, untergeschoben; aus der Conception “Ich” folgt erst, als abgeleitet, 
der Begriff “Sein”…Am Anfang steht das grosse Verhängniss von Irrthum, dass der Wille Etwas 
47 I agree with Kofman (1987: 54) when she calls Heidegger’s engagement with Nietzsche’s reading 
of Heraclitus a “dialogue of deaf ears.” Heidegger and Nietzsche do not mean the same thing 
when they refer to Being, life and metaphysics, and it is these differences in meaning that result 
in many of the difficulties encountered in Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche. I think that it is 
especially in the context of the concepts of Being and becoming discussed in this section that 
this becomes evident.
48 My view is that Nietzsche is done an injustice if one simply sees him as lapsing into the 
metaphysics that he so vehemently criticised. Yet, if one takes metaphysics to mean the 
questioning of being as a whole and as such, then one must, according to my view, also designate 
Nietzsche as a metaphysician.
49 Richardson makes a similar point in his Nietzsche’s System (2002), where he notes that even 
though Nietzsche’s pronouncements on Being and becoming seem to exclude ontology 
understood simplistically as a “theory of being,” Nietzsche does express an ontology, albeit one 
that insists that “what is real” is processes and not states; and relations and not individuals.
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ist, das wirkt, - das Wille ein Vermögen ist…Heute wissen wir, dass er bloss ein Wort ist… […] 
Ich fürchte, wir werden Gott nicht los, weil wir noch an die Grammatik glauben…
Everywhere [language] sees a doer and a doing; it believes in will as the cause; it believes 
in the “ego”, in the ego as being, in the ego as substance, and it projects this faith in the 
ego-substance upon all things—only thereby does it first create the concept of “thing.” 
Everywhere “being” is projected by thought, pushed underneath, as the cause; the concept of 
“being” follows, and is derivative of, the concept of “ego.” In the beginning there is that great 
calamity of error that the will is something which is effective, that will is a capacity. Today we 
know that it is only a word. […] I am afraid we are not rid of God because we still have faith in 
grammar… (GD/TI “Vernunft”/ “Reason” 5 KSA 6.77-78)
Nietzsche’s claim here is that the subject, the idea of substance, and the concept of the 
thing all depend upon the view that being is prior to all becoming that he rejects. He 
sees these concepts as related to the idea of free will that relies on the assumption that a 
subject can step outside of becoming and be a kind of “first” cause. And Nietzsche repeats 
his contention that there is no static being behind becoming in truncated form in the 
Genealogy of Morality:
Aber es giebt kein solches Substrat; es giebt kein “Sein” hinter dem Thun, Wirken, Werden; 
“der Thäter” ist zum Thun bloss hinzugedichtet, — das Thun is alles.
But there is no such substratum: there is no “being” behind doing, effecting, becoming; “the 
doer” is merely a fiction added to the deed—the deed is everything. (GM/GM I 13 KSA 5.279)
So, if one works within the terms of Heidegger’s philosophy, one could perhaps agree 
with Heidegger’s claim that “All Being is for Nietzsche a Becoming” (NI: 15 WPA: 7)50, but 
that agreement must be tempered with an awareness that Heidegger forgets51 the radical 
rejection of static Being that Nietzsche’s understanding of becoming engenders. However, 
even if this is granted to Heidegger, what follows Heidegger’s assessment that for Nietzsche, 
all Being is a becoming, is, as I subsequently show, more difficult to sustain. Heidegger 
says: “Such becoming, however, has the character of action and the activity of willing. But 
50 “Alles Sein ist für Nietzsche ein Werden.”
51 The use of “forgets” is perhaps too strong here, since Heidegger does indeed acknowledge that 
a reading such as the one just presented is possible. He says “Can one then still call Nietzsche’s 
thinking a consummation of metaphysics? Is it not its denial, or even its overcoming? Away from 
‘Being’ – and on to ‘Becoming’? Nietzsche’s philosophy is indeed often so interpreted. And if 
not exactly in this way, then one says that in the history of philosophy there was already very 
early, with Heraclitus, and later immediately prior to Nietzsche, with Hegel, a ‘metaphysics of 
Becoming’ instead of the ‘metaphysics of Being.’ In a rough and ready way, that is correct; but at 
bottom it is as thoughtless as the first position.” (NI: 655; WPK: 156). Heidegger does not, in this 
passage, explain why he thinks such a position is “thoughtless,” and instead proceeds to develop 
his own position on the meaning of the will to power.
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in its essence will is will to power” (NI: 15 WPA: 7).52 Is Heidegger correct to claim that 
the character of becoming has the character of an active willing, which is, in the end, 
will to power? The sections to follow attempt to answer this question, beginning with an 
investigation of the will to power- possibly the most disputed of Nietzsche’s concepts.
Although the foregoing discussion is admittedly sparse, it has suggested the general 
direction of Nietzsche’s views on Being and becoming. I have picked out elements of his 
characterization that I envisage allow for a more fluent discussion of the key motifs that 
are later explored. I have shown that reading Nietzsche as a Kantian idealist does not 
square with the evidence from his texts, and that his rejection of Being is more radical than 
imputed to him by those who would read him as such, most notably, Heidegger. 
The Will to Power
The doctrine of will to power is probably the most controversial aspect of Nietzsche’s 
philosophy, and one that has been given a central place in Nietzsche’s work by many 
commentators. Yet there are very few mentions of the term in either the published or 
unpublished material. As is pointed out by Williams (1996: 451) the term will to power is 
found in only:
… 32 aphorisms in the published works and in 147 entries of the Colli and Montinari edition 
of the Nachlass. These references comprise less than 5% of Nietzsche’s entries in the Nachlass, 
and an even smaller percentage in the published works. Of that paltry number, one-fifth 
of the occurrences of Wille zur Macht have to do with outlines of various lengths of the 
projected but ultimately abandoned book.53
Because of the differing ways in which these scant references characterise the doctrine, 
commentators disagree on the role and scope of the will to power in Nietzsche’s thinking. 
The doctrine sometimes, for example, seems to be presented as an ontological position. 
Claims like “This world is the will to power – and nothing besides! And you yourselves are 
also this will to power – and nothing besides!” (NL 38[12] KSA 11.611, WP 1067) seem 
to support such an interpretation. However, using this passage to support an ontological 
reading of the will to power is problematic, since, as is convincingly shown by Mazzino 
Montinari (1982: 103-104), Nietzsche had decisively discarded this passage by the Spring 
of 1887. There is, however, an important passage in Jenseits von Gut und Böse that closely 
resembles the discarded note: “The world seen from inside, the world defined and 
designated according to its ‘intelligible character’ – it would simply be ‘Will to Power,” 
52 “Dies Werden jedoch hat den Charakter der Aktion und der Aktivität des Wollens. Der Wille 
aber ist in seinem Wesen Wille zur Macht.”
53 The most frequent references in the published writings appear in Jenseits von Gut und Böse 
where there are at least eleven references to the doctrine.
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and nothing else. (JGB/BGE 36 KSA 5.55).54 And this passage does not stand in isolation 
54 I return to a discussion of this crucially important aphorism later in this section. In full, it 
reads: Gesetzt, dass nichts Anderes als real ‘gegeben’ ist als unsre Welt der Begierden und 
Leidenschaften, dass wir zu keiner anderen ‘Realität’ hinab oder hinauf können als gerade 
zur Realität unsrer Triebe – denn Denken ist nur ein Verhalten dieser Triebe zu einander – 
ist es nicht erlaubt, den Versuch zu machen und die Frage zu fragen, ob dies Gegeben nicht 
ausreicht, um aus Seines-Gleichen auch die sogenannte mechanistische (oder ‘materielle’) 
Welt zu verstehen? Ich meine nicht als eine Täuschung, einen ‘Schein’, eine ‘Vorstellung’ (im 
Berkley’schen und Schopenhauerischen Sinne), sondern als vom gleichen Realitäts-Range, 
welchen unser Affekt selbst hat, - als eine primitivere From der Welt der Affekte, in der noch 
Alles in mächtiger Einheit beschlossen liegt, was sich dann im organischen Prozesse abzweigt 
und ausgestaltet (auch, wie billig, verzärtelt und abschwächt - ), als eine Art von Triebleben, in 
dem noch sämmtliche organische Funktionen, mit Selbst-Regulirung, Assimilation, Ernährung, 
Ausscheidung, Stoffwechsel, synthetisch gebunden in einander sind, - als eine Vorform des 
Lebens? – Zuletzt ist es nicht nur erlaubt, diesen Versuch zu machen: es ist, vom Gewissen 
der Methode aus geboten. Nicht mehrere Arten von Causalität annehmen, so lange nicht der 
Versuch, mit einer einzigen auszureichen, bis an seine äusserste Grenze getrieben ist ( - bis 
zum Unsinn, mit Verlaub zu sagen): das ist eine Moral der Methode, der man sich heute nicht 
entziehen darf; - es folgt, ‘aus ihrer Definition’, wie ein Mathematiker sagen würde. Die Frage ist 
zuletzt, ob wir den Willen wirklich als wirkend anerkennen, ob wir an die Causalität des Willens 
glauben: thun wir das – und im Grunde ist der Glaube daran eben unser Galube an Causalität 
selbst -, so müssen wir den Versuch machen, die Willens-Causalität hypothetisch als die einzige 
zu setzen. ‘Wille’ kann natürlich nur auf ‘Wille’ wirken – und nicht auf ‘Stoffe’ (nicht auf ‘Nerven’ 
zum Beispiel - ): genug, man muss die Hypothese wagen, ob nicht überall, wo ‘Wirkungen’ 
anerkannt werden, Wille auf Wille wirkt – und ob nicht alles mechanische Geschehen, insofern 
eine Kraft darin thätig wird, eben Willenskraft, Willens-Wirkung ist. – Gesetzt endlich, dass es 
gelänge, unser gesammtes Triebleben als die Ausgestaltung und Verzweigung Einer Grundform 
des Willens zu erklären – nämlich des Willens zur Macht, wie es mein Satz ist -; gesetzt, dass 
man alle organischen Funktionen auf diesen Willen zur Macht zurück-führen könnte und in ihm 
auch die Lösung des Problems der Zeugung und Ernährung – es ist Ein Problem – fände, so hätte 
man damit sich das Recht verschafft, alle wirkende Kraft eindeutig zu bestimmen als: Wille zur 
Macht. Die Welt von innen gestehen, die Welt auf ihren ‘intelligiblen Charakter’ hin bestimmt 
unt bezeichnet – sie wäre eben ‘Wille zur Macht’ und nichts ausserdem.—
  Suppose nothing else were “given” as real except our world of desires and passions, and we 
could not get down, or up, to any other “reality” besides the reality of our drives—for thinking 
is merely a relation of these drives to each other: is it not permitted to make the experiment 
and to ask the question whether this “given” would not be sufficient for also understanding on 
the basis of this kind of thing the so-called mechanistic (or “material”) world? I mean, not as a 
deception, as “mere appearance,” an “idea” (in the sense of Berkeley and Schopenhauer) but as 
holding the same rank of reality as our affect—as a more primitive form of the world of affects 
in which everything still lies contained in a powerful unity before it undergoes ramifications and 
developments in the organic process (and, as is only fair, also becomes tenderer and weaker)—
as a kind of instinctive life in which all organic functions are still synthetically intertwined along 
with self-regulation, assimilation, nourishment, excretion, and metabolism—as a pre-form 
of life.in the end not only is it permitted to make this experiment; the conscience of method 
demands it. Not to assume several kinds of causality until the experiment of making do with 
a single one has been pushed to its utmost limit (to the point of nonsense, if I may say so)—
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- as Aydin (2007: 25) points out, Nietzsche explicitly proclaims that “all reality is will to 
power” in many of his notes from the start of the latter half of the 1880s. In addition, as 
will presently be discussed, there are passages from the published texts that could also be 
interpreted to support an ontological reading.
Most crucially in the context of the current chapter, the ways in which the doctrine is 
presented raise the question as to whether the will to power is a metaphysical doctrine or 
an empirical one. If it is indeed a metaphysical doctrine (specifically in the sense in which 
Heidegger intends the term) then it will be necessary to attempt to reconcile such a reading 
with Nietzsche’s very clear and pointed attempts to overturn metaphysics. Yet if it is not a 
metaphysical doctrine, but rather an empirical one, the problem lies in trying to see how it 
could cogently be as such, given the very few passages in which it is discussed.
In this section I consider Heidegger’s well-known interpretation of the Nietzschean 
conception of the will to power that emerges during the 1930s and 40’s, contrast this with 
his interpretations from later periods, and then provide my own tentative interpretation 
of the doctrine. In developing my own reading, I consider the ideas of selected recent 
commentators, but do not pretend to provide an overview of the vast literature55 that 
has been generated in attempting to interpret the importance and meaning of this 
concept. Before proceeding to consider Heidegger’s readings, however, it must be noted 
that Heidegger regards the will to power and the doctrine of the eternal return as a single 
phenomenon:
that is a moral of method which one may not shirk today—it follows “from its definition,” as 
a mathematician would say. The question is in the end whether we really recognize the will as 
efficient, whether we believe in the causality of the will: if we do—and at bottom our faith in 
this is nothing less than our faith in causality itself — then we have to make the experiment of 
positing the causality of the will hypothetically as the only one. “Will,” of course, can affect only 
“will”—and not “matter” (not “nerves,” for example). In short, one has to risk the hypothesis 
whether will does not affect will wherever “effects” are recognized—and whether all mechanical 
occurrences are not, insofar as a force is active in them, will force, effects of will. Suppose, finally, 
we succeeded in explaining our entire instinctive life as the development and ramification of one 
basic form of the will—namely, of the will to power, as my proposition has it; suppose all organic 
functions could be traced back to this will to power and one could also find in it the solution of 
the problem of procreation and nourishment—it is one problem—then one would have gained 
the right to determine all efficient force univocally as — will to power. The world viewed from 
the inside, the world defined and determined according to its “intelligible character”—it would 
be “will to power” and nothing else.— 
55 Both Walter Kaufmann (1974: 204–7) and Maudemarie Clark (1990) provide detailed analyses 
of various ways of interpreting the will to power, and also point out the above-mentioned 
difficulties in interpretation of the doctrine. I do not discuss their analyses here, since it is not my 
aim to provide a full overview of all the existing ways in which the doctrine can be interpreted, 
but rather to focus upon understanding Heidegger’s reading thereof.
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Demnach gehören in Nietzsches Philosophie auch Wille zur Macht und Wiederkehr des 
Gleichen zusammen. Es ist daher im vorhinein ein metaphysisches Miβ - oder besser 
Unverständnis, wenn versucht wird, den Willen zur Macht gegen die Ewige Wiederkehr 
des Gleichen auszuspielen und diese gar als metaphysische Bestimmung des Seienden 
auszuscheiden. Im Wahrheit muβ gerade die Zusammengehörigkeit beider begriffen 
werden, aber diese Zusammengehörigkeit bestimmt sich selbst wesentlich aus der 
Zusammengehörigkeit von Verfassung und Weise zu sein als aufeinander bezüglicher 
Momente der Seiendheit des Seienden. (NI: 464)
Accordingly, in Nietzsche’s philosophy will to power and eternal return of the same belong 
together. It is thus right from the start a misunderstanding – better, an outright mistake - of 
metaphysical proportions when commentators try to play off will to power against eternal 
return of the same, and especially when they exclude the latter altogether from metaphysical 
determinations of being. In truth, the coherence of both must be grasped. Such coherence is 
itself essentially defined on the basis of the coherence of constitution and the way to be as 
reciprocally related moments of the beingness of beings (ERS: 199)
Heidegger’s claim here is that the will to power and eternal return are inherently related 
since they both concern the beingness of beings (Sein des Seienden) (NI: 464; ERS: 199). How? 
His reading implies that the will to power represents the quod (the what-being, Was-sein) 
of beings, or, as he says in the above-mentioned quotation, the constitution (Verfassung) 
of beings. And, on the basis of his assertion that beings are constituted according to their 
essence as will to power in Nietzsche’s thinking, Heidegger then asserts that the way in 
which beings are, their quomodo (Daß-Sein, that-being), is the eternal return (NII: 16; ERS: 
170).56
Despite this fusion of the will to power and the eternal return of the same into what 
Heidegger calls Nietzsche’s “sole thought” (NI: 481; WPK: 10),57 I deal with these two 
56 It must be noted that Heidegger also states the connection he wants to make in a different way 
when he says that “Der Wille zur Macht wird jetzt begreifbar als Beständigung der Überhöhung, 
d.h. des Werdens, und somit als gewandelte Bestimmung des metaphysischen Leitentwurfs. 
Die Ewige Wiederkehr des Gleichen trägt gleichsam ihr Wesen als ständigste Beständigung des 
Werdens des Ständigen vor sich her.” (NII: 14; WPK: 167). Here the essence of the eternal return 
is claimed to be “the constant permanentising of becoming” and this is related to Heidegger’s 
claim that Nietzsche still thinks of time as presence, i.e. that he remains within the ambit of 
Western metaphysical thinking as a result of his privileging of the present over the two other 
possible modes of time – the past and the future. I return to this point later in this section.
57 The full passage reads: “Wir nennen Nietzsches Gedanken vom Willen zur Macht seinen einzigen 
Gedanken. Damit ist Zugleich gesagt, daß Nietzsches anderer Gedanke, der von der Ewigen 
Wiederkehr des Gleichen, notwendig in den Gedanken vom Willen zur Macht eingeschlossen 
ist.” Heidegger seems to think that a thinker is one who, in contrast to the writer and the 
researcher who have many thoughts, is “…destined to think one single thought, a thought that 
is always ‘about’ beings as a whole. Each thinker thinks only one single thought” (NI: 475; WPK: 
4). Derrida critically discusses this assertion in Spurs (1979).
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key words separately in this chapter. This should not be taken to imply that there is no 
connection between these concepts, since there are, in my estimation, at least two 
indications that the will to power and the eternal return are related in some way for 
Nietzsche.58 One instance of this connection is pointed out by Catanu (2010: 296), who 
links the previously mentioned aphorism dealing with the will to power, “The world is will 
to power and nothing else besides”59 (NL 38[12] KSA 11.611, WP 1067) and another older 
passage that is, as Catanu notes, essentially identical in its structure:
…ein Ring guten Willens ist, auf eigner alter Bahn sich immer um sich und nur um sich zu 
drehen: diese meine Welt, - wer ist hell genug dazu, sie zu schauen, ohne sich Blindheit zu 
wünschen? Stark genug, diesem Spiegel seine Seele entgegen zu halten? Seinen eignen Spiegel 
dem Dionysos-Spiegel? Seine eigne Lösung dem Dionysos-Räthsel? Und wer das vermöchte, 
müsste er dann nicht noch mehr thun? Dem Ring der Ringe sich selber anverloben? Mit 
dem Gelöbniss der eignen Wiederkunft? Mit dem Ringe der Ewigen Selbst-Segnung, Selbst 
Bejahung? Mit dem Willen zum Wieder-und-noch-ein-mal-Wollen? Zum zurück-Wollen aller 
Dinge, die je gewesen sind? Zum hinaus-Wollen zu Allem, was je sein muss? Wisst ihr nun was 
mir diese Welt ist? Und was ich will wenn ich diese Welt – will? (NL 38 [12] KSA 14. 727)
…a ring of good will, turning ever about itself alone, keeping to its wonted way: this world, 
my world – who is luminous enough to look at it without wishing to be blinded? Strong 
enough to hold his soul up to this mirror? His own mirror up to the mirror of Dionysus? His 
own solution to the riddle of Dionysus? And were anyone able to do this, would he not have 
to do more in addition? To plight his troth to the “ring of rings”? By taking the oath of his own 
return? By means of the will to will oneself once more and yet again? The will to will back all 
the things that have ever been? To will forward to everything that ever has to be? Do you 
know what the world is to me? And what I am willing when I will this world? (translation from 
Catanu 2010: 296)
If we compare this older passage (where Nietzsche is, for all intents and purposes, referring 
to the doctrine of the eternal return) to the later passage that refers to the will to power, it 
seems possible, as Catanu (ibid.) suggests, that the will to power came to replace the eternal 
return as the “fundamental factum” that characterises the world for Nietzsche. However, 
Catanu’s connection of these two passages may be criticised on the basis of the fact that, 
as was previously mentioned, WP 1067 has been discredited by Mazzino Montinari (1982: 
103-104) as a passage discarded by Nietzsche in 1887. Yet, as was also previously mentioned, 
Nietzsche makes a strikingly similar claim to the WP 1067 passage in Beyond Good and Evil 
58 Thomson (2011:113n) contends even more strongly that, on the basis of his claims in his 
notebooks, Nietzsche “…remained convinced to the end that there must a plausible way to 
bring will-to-power and eternal recurrence together, even if he could not see it.” As a result, 
Thomson (ibid.) concludes that then “…despite the violence of Heidegger’s reading in various 
respects, he remains faithful to Nietzsche’s deepest inner conviction by joining will-to-power 
and eternal recurrence…”
59 “Diese Welt ist die Wille zur Macht und nichts anders”
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36, where he seems to be supporting an ontological interpretation of the will to power, and 
so a (tenuous) connection can still be made.
Even if this is right - that Nietzsche encourages, in at least one instance, the view that 
there is some connection between the two concepts – the question remains as to whether 
Nietzsche explicitly and directly links the two concepts anywhere else. He does, but in only 
one passage from the published works – in Also sprach Zarathustra:
Aber sprach [der Wille] schon so? Und wann geschieht diess? Ist der Wille schon abgeschirrt 
von seiner eignen Thorheit? Wurde der Wille sich selber schon Erlöser und Freudebringer? 
Verlernte er den Geist der Rache und alles Zähneknirschen? Und wer lehrte ihn Versöhnung 
mit der Zeit, und Höheres als alle Versöhnung ist? Höheres als alle Versöhnung muss der 
Wille wollen, welcher der Wille zur Macht ist —: doch wie geschieht ihm das? Wer lehrte ihn 
auch noch das Zurückwollen?
But has [the will] ever spoken thus? And when will this take place? Has the will been 
unharnessed from its own folly? Has the will become its own redeemer and bringer of joy? Has 
it unlearned the spirit of revenge and all teeth-gnashing? And who taught it to be reconciled 
with time and higher things than reconciliation? The will that is the will to power must will 
something higher than any reconciliation — but how shall that happen? Who could teach it 
to also will backwards? (Z/ZII “Von der Erlösung”/“Of Redemption”, KSA 4.181, modified by 
CFB).
In “Of Redemption,” from which this quotation is taken, Nietzsche is engaged in a 
consideration of the problem of the relation of the will to time - a question prompted by the 
death of God, so famously announced in Die fröhliche Wissenschaft. Why? In the wake of the 
death of God, Christianity can no longer offer human being redemption from her sins. As 
a result, Nietzsche, speaking through his mouth-piece Zarathustra, posits that redemption 
can only be meaningful again if it is understood as the exercise of the creative human 
will in the face of the absurdity that is life. The exercise of the creative will that Nietzsche 
encourages is, however, limited, because the past of human being cannot be changed – 
i.e. we cannot will our past to be different than what it was. Yet Zarathustra claims that 
redemption from the past is possible – he claims that it involves the transformation of “…
every ‘It was’ into ‘I wanted it thus!’...” (Z/ZII “Von der Erlösung”/“Of Redemption”, KSA 
4.179). How could the creative will (that is will to power) achieve this? Zarathustra explains 
that the means to achieving redemption from the spirit of revenge requires more than a 
mere willing of a reconciliation with time, but rather the ability of a will to “will backwards” 
(ibid.)60 The meaning of this cryptic statement is not revealed by Zarathustra until Part 
60 It is important to keep in mind that Nietzsche’s conception of the will is idiosyncratic in the 
sense that he claims the will does not exist if that will is seen as issuing from an isolated, atomic 
subject. In the section to follow on Nietzsche’s conception of the eternal return, I consider 
his call here for a “willing backwards” in more detail, looking especially at the accusation (by 
Magnus 1978, 1979 and Ridley 1997 for example) that this backward extension of the eternal 
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III of the book, where, even though Nietzsche does not directly depict Zarathustra’s 
redemption, it is made clear that it is the affirmation of the eternal return to which he 
refers here (see especially Z/ZIII “Der Genesende” 2, KSA 4.271-277). The link also becomes 
evident when one consults the notes that Nietzsche wrote as preparatory for this section 
of Also sprach Zarathustra, where Zarathustra says: “Redemption! I spat out the head of 
the serpent! Redemption! I taught the will backward willing.”(NL 18 [45] KSA 10.578).61 As 
such, the connection between the thought of the eternal return and the will to power in 
the published works is established in at least one passage that Nietzsche deemed suitable 
for publication.62
On the basis of the above, I believe it is reasonable to conclude that even if we grant that 
Nietzsche admits some connection between the two concepts on at least the above-
mentioned two occasions, the excessively strong connection between the two concepts 
as posited by Heidegger seems to be questionable due to Nietzsche not making their 
connection explicit more regularly in his published work.63 As such, a separate treatment of 
the two doctrines is justified. So how is it that the will to power is interpreted by Heidegger?
Heidegger’s Nietzsche-Buch Interpretations
Michel Haar (1996a) suggests that there are three phases to Heidegger’s view on the 
will to power.64 The first phase is identified by Haar as appearing in the 1936-7 lecture, 
Der Wille zur Macht als Kunst. Heidegger spends the first eleven sections of this lecture 
course explaining his understanding of Nietzsche’s concept of will to power. In the twelfth 
return makes impotent Nietzsche’s appeal that a human being should live in a way that she 
would wish to live again.
61 “Erlösung! Aus spie ich den Schlangenkopf! Erlösung! Den Willen lehrte ich das Zurückwollen 
stillste Stunde Zarathustra du bist reif —Löwin Tauben”.
62 Brobjer (2006:293-4) notes that: “Many readers of Nietzsche find it surprising and frustrating 
that he himself claims that the idea of eternal recurrence is so profound and fundamental, 
but that he hardly elaborates on it at all. In fact, his most comprehensive ‘discussion’ of it is 
in its very first presentation in Die fröhliche Wissenschaft and more poetically in Also sprach 
Zarathustra. Thereafter he frequently alludes to it but does not carry out any discussion of 
it or its consequences. There was, however, a reason for this, and that was that he saved it to 
constitute the pinnacle of his ‘Hauptwerk’, as is shown in all of his drafts.” If Brobjer is right, then 
the link between the will to power and the eternal return may be even stronger than I have 
shown here.
63 Although I have not discussed their work here, it must be noted that there have been a number 
of commentators who vigorously contest Heidegger’s thinking of the unity of the eternal return 
and the will to power, most notably Müller-Lauter (1999a, 1999c).
64 Haar’s reading of the phases of Heidegger’s reception of the will to power can be seen, in my 
view, as complementary to Müller-Lauter’s (1992/1993b) division of Heidegger’s thinking on 
Nietzsche into five phases that was discussed in the introduction. However, Haar’s reading 
does not consider the later Heidegger’s consideration of the will to power, and so is, in my view, 
incomplete.
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chapter he considers the function of art and the development of aesthetics, culminating 
in his explication of Nietzsche’s concept of “the grand style” as the ultimate in art in the 
seventeenth chapter. Heidegger then explores the “dissonance” between art and truth in 
the nineteenth chapter, which includes placing the Platonic and Nietzschean positions 
on the relationship of art and truth in contrast to each other. In Heidegger’s reading, 
Nietzsche’s privileging of art over truth demonstrates how Nietzsche “overturns” the ideals 
of Platonism.
What is crucial for my purposes here is that in this lecture course Heidegger reads the will 
to power as representing a form of transcendence that emerges in creative artistry and 
creative intoxication or rapture (Rausch). Intoxication allows for transcendence by means 
of an “exploding” of the subjectivity of the subject (NI 145; WPA: 123). So Heidegger is here 
reading the will to power as the will as power in an approving fashion, i.e. it is read as the 
will of the subject in commanding itself, but also as aiming beyond itself towards a state of 
intoxication where distinction between subject and object is collapsed.65 This presentation 
of the will to power is particularly interesting, since Heidegger here also reads the will as 
closely aligned to his own conception of resolute openness:
Die so verstandene Leidenschaft wirft wieder ein Licht auf das, was Nietzsche mit Willen zur 
Macht benennt. Der Wille als das Über-sich-Herrsein ist niemals eine Abkapselung des Ich 
auf seine Zustände. Wille ist, wie wir sagen, Ent-schlossenheit, in der sich der Wollende am 
weitesten hinausstellt in das Seiende, um es im Umkreis seines Verhaltens festzuhalten (NI: 
59)
Passion understood in this way casts light on what Nietzsche calls will to power. Will as 
mastery of oneself is never encapsulation of the ego from its surroundings. Will is, in our 
terms, resolute openness, in which he who wills stations himself abroad among beings in 
order to keep them firmly within his field of action (WPA: 48)
In making the connection between these terms, it is clear that Heidegger certainly does 
not see the will to power in a negative light at this point.66 Why? Resolute openness 
(Ent-schlossenheit) can be seen as Heidegger’s version of “autonomous moral agency,” 
where human autonomy is purged of “…anything like the moral law that was its essential 
65 My position is comparable to that of Jacques Taminiaux (1999b:1), who devotes his article “On 
Heidegger’s Interpretation of the Will to Power as Art” to showing how the Heidegger of Der 
Wille zur Macht als Kunst was “…convinced that his own philosophical project of fundamental 
ontology brought out the genuine foundation of Nietzsche’s thought.”
66 The connection between Nietzsche’s will to power and Heidegger’s own concept of resolute 
openness that is made here demonstrates what has been called a “connivance” (Babich 1999) 
between Heidegger and Nietzsche, i.e. that Heidegger draws heavily upon certain aspects of 
Nietzsche’s thinking in the development of his own philosophy. Even though I think it is going 
too far to call Heidegger Nietzsche’s “understudy,” I agree that Heidegger owes a significant debt 
to Nietzsche in the development of his own thinking, and this is one of the points where this 
debt becomes evident.
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counterpart in Kantian ethical theory” (Olafson 1998: 47). In Sein und Zeit, the concept of 
resolute openness is explored as one possible response to what Heidegger calls the “call of 
conscience.” Conscience silently (SZ: 273; BaT: 252) conveys that although Dasein mostly 
lives protected by the anonymity of das Man67, she is, as an individual, ultimately responsible 
for everything that she does (SZ: 282; BaT: 260). Hearing the silent call of conscience means 
making a commitment to living one’s life in one’s own way – “letting oneself be summoned 
out of one’s lostness in the they” (SZ: 299; BaT: 275).68 For Heidegger, resoluteness as a mode 
of the disclosedness of Dasein is a stance in the life of the human being that constitutes 
what he calls authentic responsibility (SZ: 297; BaT: 273).
The distinction between authentic and inauthentic Dasein is one of the most well-known 
distinctions made by Heidegger. Dasein is, for Heidegger, authentic when she ceases to take 
the world for granted as some objective entity “present-at-hand,” but rather recognises it as 
an open horizon of possibilities “ready-to-hand”(DFA: 162-163; WDR: 259-260). In addition, 
authentic Dasein assumes responsibility for her being-towards-death as her own-most 
possibility (SZ: 240; BaT: 223), and it is this that allows Dasein to open herself up to the 
question of Being.
On the other hand, inauthenticity is for Heidegger a refusal of Dasein’s being-towards-
death, and so also a refusal of the revelation of Being (SZ: 259; BaT: 239). Human being 
exists inauthentically to the extent that she flees from her awareness of responsibility and 
death (SZ: 252: BaT: 233), seeking refuge in the security of das Man. Das Man wards off 
angst by covering over the experience of death (SZ: 254; BaT: 235) and by lulling human 
being into conformity and an unchecked “busyness” (SZ: 178; BaT: 166). To experience 
angst is for human being to come to the authentic awareness that she is displaced - out of 
joint with das Man and with herself.69 It is to realise that nobody can die for her – death is 
her ownmost possibility (SZ 263; BaT: 243) that can never be made into an “object” external 
to her (SZ 258; BaT 238). By allowing the retrieval of the authentic self from the inauthentic 
crowd, the authentic attitude allows human being to reflect upon how her existence is 
an issue for her, and so doing revitalises the forgotten question of Being. In other words, 
resoluteness as “disclosedness” allows for the self to be open to the questioning of Being (SZ 
325; BaT: 299).
67 I choose not to translate this term with the usual English translations “The One” or “The They” 
since neither of these translations seems to me to adequately convey the sense of anonymity 
and relinquishment of responsibility that is connoted by Heidegger’s usage of the German das 
Man.
68 “Die Entschlossenheit bedeutet Sich-aufrufenlassen aus der Verlorenheit in das Man.”
69 Heidegger’s notion of authenticity should not, in my view, be read as a negation of his view 
of human being as a being-with-others, i.e. to be authentic is not an escape from social life, 
but rather to experience it in a particular way. The authentic individual acknowledges her social 
constitution, but refuses to become lost in the usual ways of coping that limit ontological 
reflection (see especially SZ 298; BaT: 274).
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From the concise exposition of Heidegger’s conception of resolute openness above, it is clear 
that by connecting this term directly to the will to power, Heidegger imbues Nietzsche’s 
“key motif” with the positive connotations he posits belong to authentic Dasein. This view 
is, however, abandoned in the later lectures in his Nietzsche-Buch.
The second stage of Heidegger’s view of the will to power according to Haar (1996a) is 
found in Heidegger’s 1940 Nietzsches Metaphysik. Haar correctly, in my view, points out 
that here the will to power is described as an immanent “will to will” that has no external 
manifestation. Here, as Haar (1996a) also points out, power is portrayed not as something 
for which the will strives, but rather its very essence (NII: 263; WPK: 193). It is here too that 
the will to power is named the principle of the calculation of values (NII: 271; WPK: 199). 
The will to power is viewed as the subjectivity that posits the values that can support it (NII: 
272; WPK: 200). Although I return to these claims in more detail in the following chapter 
where I deal specifically with Heidegger’s problematisation of the calculation of values; at 
this point, it is sufficient to point out that Heidegger’s interpretation at this juncture has 
certainly turned towards a negative reading of the doctrine. When compared to Heidegger’s 
earlier assessments, Nietzsche’s philosophy is now reconstructed as “…a metaphysics of the 
absolute subjectivity of the will to power” (NII: 200; N: 147)70 that was discussed earlier in 
this chapter.
The final phase for Haar (1996a) is found in Heidegger’s 1943 essay Nietzsches Wort: Gott is 
Tot. Here Heidegger’s metaphysical interpretation of Nietzsche reaches its veritable climax. 
As the culmination of value thinking, the will to power is associated with Being reduced to 
the level of a “mere value” (GA 5: 262; NW: 196).
It seems to me that Haar’s analysis is correct in its assertion of an evolving interpretation 
of the will to power from a positive conception towards an increasingly negative one. 
However, Haar’s analysis neglects to consider Heidegger’s treatment of the will to power 
in his later work. As such, in what follows I consider Heidegger’s later statements about 
the will to power in order to decide whether his assessment of the doctrine changes in any 
way from the exceptionally negative reception the doctrine receives in 1943. In doing so, I 
further develop and fill out Haar’s assertion that Heidegger provides us with “different and 
successive definitions” (Haar 1996a: 124) of the will to power.
Heidegger’s Later Interpretations
As was previously mentioned, it is my contention that Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche 
in terms of the doctrine of the will to power is not reducible to only what is contained in 
the Nietzsche lectures. However, in his later work, Heidegger seems to vacillate between 
a positive and negative reception of the doctrine, in a way that is, in some sense, similar 
to what occurs in the Nietzsche lectures. As such, this section considers how Heidegger 
70 “…als Metaphysik der unbedingten Subjektivität des Willens zur Macht.”
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interprets the will to power in the later works in order to demonstrate his changing 
appreciation for the doctrine by focusing on two of the later texts: Was heisst Denken? and 
Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra?.
Heidegger delivered the lectures contained in Was heisst Denken? during the winter and 
summer semesters of 1951 and 1952 at the University of Freiburg. They were the last 
lectures he delivered before his formal retirement from the university. As is pointed out by 
Gregory Bruce Smith (1996: 251), in these lectures, Heidegger returns to a consideration of 
Nietzsche, but “…what he focuses on now is Nietzsche’s attempt to foster a transition, an 
issue [Heidegger] had [previously] more or less ignored…” 
This renewed focus is particularly evident in the fact that Nietzsche’s will to power, the 
doctrine that received such an enormous amount of critical attention in the Nietzsche-
lectures, is mentioned directly only twice in Was heisst Denken?. In the first instance, it is 
mentioned in connection with a revised71 view of the Nietzschean Übermensch. Heidegger 
says that:
Aber wir dürfen die Wesensgestalt des Übermenschen niemals in jenen Figuren suchen, die als 
Hauptfunktionäre eines vordergründigen und mißdeuteten Willens zur Macht in die Spitzen 
seiner verschiedenen Organisationsformen geschoben werden. Der Übermensch ist auch 
kein Zauberer, der die Menschheit einer paradiesischen Seligkeit auf Erden entgegenführen 
soll. (GA 8: 63)
But we should never look for the Übermensch’s figure and nature in those characters who by a 
shallow and misconceived will to power are pushed to the top as the chief functionaries of the 
various organizations in which that will to power incorporates itself. Nor is the Übermensch 
a wizard who will lead humanity toward a paradise on earth. (WCT 59-60, modified by CFB)
This reference seems to me to be comparable to the positive conception of the will to 
power that was promulgated in Der Wille zur Macht als Kunst. Why? The fact that Heidegger 
allows here for a will to power to be “shallow” and “misconceived” means, in my view, that 
he would then also have to allow for the will to power to be manifest in a positive fashion 
in the life of human being, i.e. when it is profoundly and properly understood. Although 
there is no direct indication here that Heidegger thinks that Nietzsche is able to escape 
the metaphysics of subjectivity of which Heidegger accuses him, the passage, in my view, 
remains a suggestion that Heidegger’s position on the will to power is no longer as critical 
as it was previously. 
71 Although I do not provide a detailed analysis of Heidegger’s reading of the Übermensch here, it 
is evident that Heidegger’s assessment of the Übermensch undergoes a radical transformation 
if one compares the readings presented in the Nietzsche-lectures as compared to the readings 
later presented. I do discuss his reading in some more detail in Chapter 3.
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Yet the doctrine receives a second mention in the text, and here Nietzsche is (again) given 
pride of place in the line of thinkers whom Heidegger believes misconceive the nature of 
the will:
Was Leibniz hier denkt, kommt bei Kant und Fichte als der Vernunftwille zur Sprache, 
dem Hegel und Schelling, jeder auf seinem Weg, nachdenken. Das Selbe nennt und meint 
Schopenhauer, wenn er die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung denkt; das Selbe denkt Nietzsche, 
wenn er das Ursein des Seienden als Wille zur Macht bestimmt. (GA 8: 95).
What Leibniz thought is then expressed by Kant and Fichte as the rational will, which Hegel 
and Schelling, each in his own way, reflect upon. Schopenhauer names and intends the same 
thing when he thinks of the world as will and idea; and Nietzsche thinks the same thing when 
he defines the primal nature of beings as the will to power (WCT: 91).
What Heidegger is reiterating in this section is something that he previously dealt with in 
Nietzsches Metaphysik - that all the figures named are complicit in developing a metaphysics 
of the will – the metaphysics of subjectivity and representation that Heidegger decries in 
his history of philosophy. By understanding beings as monads, and seeing monads as the 
combination of perception and volition, Leibniz, for example, is accused of understanding 
the being of beings as the unity of will and representation, i.e. as seeing thinking as a kind 
of willing. Hegel’s “absolute metaphysics of the Spirit” does not yet complete metaphysics 
since the will has not yet appeared as the “will to will” (GA 7: 74; EP: 89) in Heidegger’s view. 
It is only with Nietzsche’s “…nihilistic inversion of the pre-eminence of representation to the 
pre-eminence of will as the will to power,” that Heidegger claims the will achieves absolute 
dominion in the essence of subjectivity (NII: 300-1; WPK: 224). So here again Heidegger is 
returning to the idea that Nietzsche’s metaphysics is, in essence, the endless repetition of 
the self-willing of the will, i.e. the eternal recurrence of the will to power.
From the above, it seems that Heidegger’s approach to Nietzsche in terms of the will to 
power in Was heisst Denken? is ambivalent at best. On the one hand, he seems to be re-
iterating the appraisal of the doctrine that was presented in Nietzsches Metaphysik by 
continuing to view Nietzsche’s will to power as a metaphysical expression of absolute 
subjectivity; and yet, on the other hand, it seems that Heidegger is at least allowing for the 
possibility that the will to power is not necessarily to be read metaphysically as an endless 
will to will. Interestingly, it is also in this lecture course that Heidegger no longer names 
Nietzsche the “last metaphysician” as he did in the Nietzsche-lectures, but rather the last 
“thinker” of the Western world (GA 8: 61; WCT: 46) – another indication that Heidegger’s 
view of Nietzsche has changed. Why? Heidegger, at this point, thinks that:
Nietzsche sieht im Bereich des wesentlichen Denkens, klarer denn je einer vor ihm, die 
Notwendigkeit eines Überganges und damit die Gefahr, daß der bisherige Mensch sich 
immer hartnäckiger auf die bloβe Ober-und Vorderfläche seines bisherigen Wesens einrichtet 
und das Flache dieser Flächen als den einzigen Raum seines Aufenthaltes auf der Erde gelten 
läβt. Diese Gefahr ist um so gröβer, als sie in einem geschichtlichen Augenblick droht, den 
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Nietzsche als erster klar erkannte und als einziger bisher in der ganzen Tragweite metaphysisch 
durchdachte. Es ist der Augenblick, da der Mensch sich anschickt, die Herrschaft über die 
Erde im ganzen zu übernehmen (GA 8: 60-61).
With greater clarity than any man before him, Nietzsche saw the necessity of a change in 
the realm of essential thinking and with this change the danger that conventional man 
will adhere with growing obstinacy to the trivial surface of his conventional nature, and 
acknowledge only the flatness of these flatlands as his proper habitation on earth. The 
danger is all the greater because it arises at a moment in history which Nietzsche was the 
first man to recognize clearly, and the only man so far to think through metaphysically in all 
its implications. It is the moment when man is about to assume dominion of the earth as a 
whole (WCT: 57).
I contend that a similar kind of tension between a positive and negative appraisal is at 
work in Heidegger’s Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra?. In answering the question posed in 
the title – who is Nietzsche’s Zarathustra? - Heidegger names Zarathustra “the advocate 
of Dionysus,”72 but also the teacher, who in his teaching “in and for” his doctrine of the 
Übermensch, teaches the eternal return (GA 7: 121; ERS: 230). Yet, the intimate connection 
posited between what Heidegger posits as Nietzsche’s key motifs means that the will 
to power also figures strongly in this text. In attempting to understand who Nietzsche’s 
Zarathustra is, Heidegger, for example, claims that:
Zwar könnten wir jetzt durch eine grobschlächtige Erklärung eingreifen und mit 
unbestreitbarer Richtigkeit sagen: “Leben” bedeutet in Nietzsches Sprache: der Wille zur 
Macht als der Grundzug alles Seienden, nicht nur des Menschen. (GA 7: 102)
…we could now intervene in a heavy-handed way, and explain, with indisputable correctness 
that in Nietzsche’s language, “life” means will to power as the fundamental trait of all beings, 
not only of human beings. (ERS: 212)
Even though Heidegger here admits that he still thinks it would be undeniably correct to 
claim that the will to power describes the being of all beings in Nietzsche’s philosophy, he 
calls such an explanation “heavy-handed.” Further along in the text he characterises the 
kind of definition achieved when defining Zarathustra as an “advocate” of the proposition 
that all being is will to power as something “…we say at school” (GA 7: 103; ERS: 213). From 
this it seems to me that Heidegger is dissatisfied with attempting to define Zarathustra in a 
simplistic manner by merely linking Zarathustra to the advocacy of the doctrine of the will 
to power, even though Heidegger still maintains that seeing the will to power as Nietzsche’s 
word for the being of all beings is correct.
72 This is one of the few instances where Heidegger mentions the figure of Dionysus. Eugene 
Fink posits that Heidegger’s neglect of Dionysus in his reading of Nietzsche is an exceptionally 
problematic oversight. See Fink (1960: 179-189).
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In addition, Heidegger makes an almost identical statement to the one quoted above from 
Was heisst Denken? with regards to the Übermensch and the will to power: 
Wir dürfen darum die Wesensgestalt des Übermenschen niemals in jenen Figuren suchen, 
die als Hauptfunktionäre eines vordergründigen und mißdeuteten Willens zur Macht in die 
Spitzen seiner verschiedenen Organisationsformen geschoben werden. (GA 7: 106)
We dare not seek the essential figure of the Übermensch in those personages who, as the 
chief functionaries of a shallow and misconstrued will to power, are pushed to the top of that 
will’s various organisational forms. (ERS: 216, modified by CFB)
Again, it seems to me here that Heidegger is allowing for the possibility that the doctrine 
of the will to power might not necessarily be interpreted as indicative of a metaphysics 
of “absolute subjectivity” as he did previously in the Nietzsche-lectures. However, he does 
again repeat his placement of Nietzsche in the line of thinkers who think Being as will:
Der Wille dieses Wollens ist hier jedoch nicht als Vermögen der menschlichen Seele gemeint. 
Das Wort “Wollen” nennt hier das Sein des Seienden im Ganzen. Dieses ist Wille. Das klingt 
uns befremdlich und ist es auch, solange uns die tragenden Gedanken der abendländischen 
Metaphysik fremd bleiben. Dies bleiben sie, solange wir diese Gedanken nicht denken, 
sondern nur immer über sie berichten. Man kann z. B. die Aussagen von Leibniz über das 
Sein des Seienden historisch genau feststellen, ohne das Geringste von dem zu denken, was 
er dachte, als er das Sein des Seienden von der Monade aus als die Einheit von perceptio und 
appetitus, als Einheit von Vorstellen und Anstreben, d.h. als Wille bestimmte. Was Leibniz 
denkt, kommt durch Kant und Fichte als der Vernunftwille zur Sprache, dem Hegel und 
Schelling, jeder auf seine Weise, nachdenken. Das Selbe meint Schopenhauer, wenn er seinem 
Hauptwerk den Titel gibt: “Die Welt (nicht der Mensch) als Wille und Vorstellung.” Das Selbe 
denkt Nietzsche, wenn er das Urseindes Seienden als Wille zur Macht erkennt. (GA 7: 112-
113)
However, the will of the willing meant here is not a faculty of the human soul. Here the 
word willing names the Being of beings as a whole. Such Being is will. That sounds strange 
to us, and so it is, as long as the sustaining thoughts of Western metaphysics remain alien 
to us. They will remain alien as long as we do not think these thoughts, but merely go on 
reporting them. We can, for instance, ascertain Leibniz’ statements about the Being of beings 
with historical precision, without in the least thinking about what he was thinking when he 
defined the Being of beings in terms of the monad, as the unity of perceptio and appetitus, 
the unity of representation and striving - that is, as will. What Leibniz was thinking comes to 
language in Kant and Fichte as the rational will, which Hegel and Schelling, each in his own 
way, then reflect upon. Schopenhauer is referring to the selfsame thing when he titles his 
major work The World (not Man) as Will and Representation. And Nietzsche is thinking the 
same thing when he recognizes the primal Being of beings as the Will to Power. (ERS 222-223, 
modified by CFB)
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From the above, it seems that Heidegger here maintains his reading of the will to power 
as representing the Being of beings, and that Nietzsche remains the consummator of 
metaphysics, but that this reading is tempered somewhat by an acknowledgement of the 
possibility that the will to power need not necessarily be read as indicative of a metaphysics 
of absolute subjectivity.73
The reading presented here squares with Müller-Lauter’s (1992/1993b) identification 
of a fourth phase in Heidegger’s engagement with Nietzsche that was mentioned in the 
introduction. As was stated there, Müller-Lauter identifies this phase as beginning in the 
1950s, and emphasises how in these texts Heidegger stresses Nietzsche’s insights with 
regard to the future, particularly because Nietzsche is claimed to have reflected upon the 
destruction of the earth. Although Müller-Lauter’s (1992/1993b: 132) analysis is focused 
only upon a consideration of this tension with regards to the eternal return, his conclusion, 
i.e. that Heidegger’s later Nietzsche interpretations are marked by a “…double-sidedness 
in such a way that his reconstructed going along with Nietzsche and his critical distancing 
from him often pass barely perceptibly over into one another,” is, as I have shown, also 
sustainable when considering the doctrine of the will to power.
Another Reading
As was previously noted, the secondary literature dealing with the doctrine of the will 
to power is vast. As a result, in this section, I cannot consider each of these readings as 
alternatives to the Heideggerian position in significant detail. I do, however, consult a 
selected number of these readings in order to develop an approach74 to the doctrine that 
I believe does not suffer from the violence and, as has been demonstrated, ambivalence, of 
the Heideggerian interpretation. 
My reading is initiated by a consideration of Heidegger’s conception of the will to power as 
the principle that suspends (or to use Heidegger’s word, “permanentises”) becoming. This 
is because that conception is, in my estimation, one of the most problematic aspects of his 
interpretation. As was previously mentioned, Heidegger claims that: “… becoming, […] has 
the character of action and the activity of willing. But in its essence will is will to power” (NI: 
15; WPA: 7).75 This connection of will to power and becoming is expressed in more detail in 
Der Wille zur Macht als Erkenntnis where Heidegger explains that the will to power means:
73 It is for this reason that, as was mentioned in the Introduction, I see Dick White’s (1988) claim 
that Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche fails to grasp the multiplicity in use, meaning and origin 
which concepts such as the will to power, eternal recurrence and Übermensch reveal in their 
practical aspect, as inadequate.
74 My reading remains at the level of an approach, rather than being a full-scale interpretation, due 
to the importance of maintaining the limited focus of the current work – an investigation of the 
question of value.
75 “Dies Werden jedoch hat den Charakter der Aktion und der Aktivität des Wollens. Der Wille 
aber ist in seinem Wesen Wille zur Macht.”
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[D]ie Ermächtigung in die Überhöhung zum eigenen Wesen. Die Ermächtigung bringt die 
Überhöhung – das Werden – zum Stand und in die Beständigkeit. Im Gedanken des Willens 
zur Macht soll das im höchsten und eigentlichsten Sinne Werdende und Bewegte – das Leben 
selbst – in seiner Beständigkeit gedacht werden. Gewiβ will Nietzsche das Werden und das 
Werdende als den Grundkarakter des Seienden im Ganzen: aber er will das Werden gerade 
und allem zuvor als das Bleibende – als das eigentlich “Seinende”; seiend nämlich im Sinne der 
griechischen Denker. Nietzsche denkt so entschieden als metaphyischen Denker, daβ er dies 
auch weiβ. Daher beginnt eine Aufzeichnung, die erst im letzten Jahre, 1888, ihre endgültige 
Form erhielt (Der Wille zur Macht, n. 617), also:
Rekapitulation: 
Dem Werden der Character des Seins aufzuprägen – das ist der höchste Wille zur Macht.  
(NI: 655-6)
[E]mpowering to the excelling of one’s own essence. Empowering brings excelling – Becoming 
– to a stand and to permanence. In the thought of will to power, what is becoming and is 
moved in the highest and most proper sense - life itself - is to be thought in its permanence. 
Certainly, Nietzsche wants Becoming and what becomes, as the fundamental character of 
beings as a whole; but he wants what becomes precisely and before all else as what remains, 
as “being” proper, being in the sense of the Greek thinkers. Nietzsche thinks so decisively as 
a metaphysician that he also knows this fact about himself. Thus a note that found its final 
form only in the last year, 1888 (WM 617), begins as follows:
Recapitulation:  
To stamp Becoming with the character of Being – that is the supreme will to power.  
(WPK: 156)
Does Heidegger’s contention here, i.e that Nietzsche intends what becomes as “what 
remains” as an expression of the will to power find any support? The previous section of this 
chapter, where I considered the Nietzschean conception of becoming, has, I believe, begun 
to show that this is not the case. Moreover, if we consider Heidegger’s claim here in more 
detail, a number of other problems that also cast doubt upon his interpretation emerge. 
Heidegger bases his conclusion (that Nietzsche intends “what becomes” as “what remains” 
i.e. Being as constant presence) upon a line he extracts from Nietzsche’s unpublished notes, 
a usage that is questionable for a number of reasons: The first (relatively minor) problem 
with the use of this quote is that the title of the sketch is not “Recapitulation” – this title 
was later added by Peter Gast (Heinrich Köselitz) and was not given by Nietzsche himself 
(Müller-Lauter 1999a: 353). If the use of this illegitimate title is maintained, it could seem as 
if Nietzsche is providing a restatement of the main tenets of his view on the will to power, 
and so doing, giving the statement more importance than it might deserve. Secondly, as is 
pointed out by Krell (Krell in WPK: 156n), Heidegger’s assertion that the note “found its final 
form” in 1888 is doubtful. Again, this problem may be considered fairly minor. Thirdly, and 
most importantly in my view, Heidegger is only able to come to his conclusion by taking 
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the line completely out of its context, and also by ignoring Nietzsche’s other statements on 
becoming and the will to power.76
If we read the line in the context of the entire sketch77 and also in the context of Nietzsche’s 
published statements, a different interpretation emerges. The line directly following 
76 It must be noted that Heidegger provides an interpretation of this particular line in a number 
of other places including NI: 466 and 656; and NII 228, 288 and 339. He also considers the line 
in the context of Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra? (See GA 7: 118-9). Admittedly, Heidegger does 
consider more than just the first line of the sketch in various instances, including Nietzsches 
Metaphysik (NII: 288; WPK: 213), where, in the context of his discussion of Nietzsche’s doctrine 
of the eternal return, Heidegger quotes the first three lines of the sketch. However, the reading I 
present shows that the way that Heidegger interprets these lines (albeit only the first or the first 
three) seems to miss the radicality of Nietzsche’s point.
77 The entire sketch reads:
  Dem Werden den Charakter des Seins aufzuprägen – das ist der höchste Wille zur Macht.
  Zweifache Fälschung, von den Sinnen her und vom Geiste her, um eine Welt des Seienden zu 
erhalten, des Verharrenden Gleichwerthigen usw.
  Daβ alles wiederkehrt, ist die extremste Annäherung einer Welt des Werdens an die des Seins: 
Gipfel der Betrachtung.
  Von den Werthen aus, die dem Seienden beigelegt werden, stammt die Verurtheilung und 
Unzufriedenheit im Werdenden: nachdem eine solche Welt des Seins erst erfunden war.
  Die Metamorphosen des Seienden (Körper, Gott, Ideen, Naturgesetze, Formeln usw.)
  “Das Seiende” als Schein: Umkehrung der Werthe: der Schein war das Werthverleihende –
  Erkenntniβ an sich im Werden unmöglich; wie ist also Erkenntniβ möglich? Als Irrthum über 
sich selbst, als Wille zur Macht, als Wille zur Täuschung.
  Werden als Erfinden Wollen Selbstvereinen, Sich-sebst-Überwinden: kein Subjekt, sondern ein 
Thun, Setzen, schöpferisch, keine “Ursachen und Wirkungen”.
  Kunst als Wille zur Überwindung des Werdens, als “Verewigen”, aber kurzsichtig, je nach der 
Perspektive: gleichsam im Kleinen die Tendenz des Ganzen wiederholend.
  Was alles Leben zeigt, als verkleinerte Formel für die gesammte Tendenz zu betrachten: deshalb 
eine neue Fixirung des Begriffs “Leben”, als Wille zur Macht
  Anstatt “Ursache und Wirkung” der Kampf der Werdenden mit einander, oft mit Einschlürfung 
des Gegners: keine constante Zahl der Werdenden.
  Unbrauchbarkeit der mechanistischen Theorie – giebt den Eindruck der Sinnlosigkeit.
  Der ganze Idealismus der bisherigen Menschheit ist im Begriff, in Nihilismus umzuschlagen – in 
der Glauben an die absolute Werthlosigkeit das heiβt Sinnlosigkeit...
  Der Vernichtung der Ideale, die neue Öde, die neuen Künste, um es auszuhalten, wir Amphibien.
  Voraussetzung: Tapferkeit, Geduld, keine “Rückkehr”, keine Hitze nach vorwärts
  NB. Zarathustra, sich beständig parodisch zu allen früheren Werthen verhaltend, aus der Fülle 
heraus.
  To impose upon becoming the character of Being – that is the supreme will to power.
  Twofold falsification, on the part of the sense and of the spirit, to preserve a world of that which 
is, which abides, which is equivalent, etc.
  That everything recurs is the closest approximation of a world of becoming to a world of beings: 
- high point of the meditation.
  From the values attributed to being proceed the condemnation of and discontent with 
becoming, after sich a world of being had first been invented.
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the one Heidegger quotes reiterates Nietzsche’s contention that, as has been previously 
discussed, the positing of a world of static Being is an error. Nietzsche here insinuates that 
that we posit a world of static Being because our senses deceive us into thinking that the 
world consists of stable entities. This claim is also present in Nietzsche’s published work: 
in the previously quoted aphorism from Morgenröte, for example, Nietzsche blames the 
“habits” of our senses for our postulation of a static world of Being lying behind or beyond 
becoming, claiming that “The habits of our senses have woven us into lies and deception 
of sensation: These again are the basis of all our judgements and ‘knowledge’ – there is 
absolutely no escape, no backway or bypath into the real world!”78 (MR/D 117 KSA 3. 110).
Yet, Nietzsche goes further in the unpublished sketch since the “falsification” he identifies 
is here characterised as twofold - our “spirit” also wishes to preserve the idea of a world 
that is permanently present. Why? To be able to endure life, we avoid confronting the 
idea that the world is a becoming without an explicit purpose – i.e. that there is no static 
Being. This point also finds expression in the published works, for example, in Die fröhliche 
Wissenschaft, Nietzsche writes that:
Wir haben uns eine Welt zurecht gemacht, in der wir leben können – mit der Annahme von 
Körpern, Linien, Flächen, Ursachen und Wirkungen, Bewegung und Ruhe, Gestalt und Inhalt: 
ohne diese Glaubensartikel hielte es jetzt Keiner aus zu leben! Aber damit sind sie noch 
   The metamorphoses of what has being (body, God, ideas, laws of nature, formulae, etc.)
  “Beings” as appearance; reversal of values; appearance was that which conferred value -.
  Knowledge-in-itself in a world of becoming is impossible; so how is knowledge possible? As 
error concerning oneself, as will to power, as will to deception.
  Becoming as invention, willing, self-denial, overcoming of oneself; no subject but an action, a 
positing, creative, no “causes and effects.”
  Art as the will to overcome becoming, as “eternalisation,” but short-sighted, depending on the 
perspective: repeating in miniature, as it were, the tendency of the whole.
  Regarding that which all life reveals as a diminutive formula for the total tendency; hence a new 
definition of the concept “life” as will to power.
  Instead of “cause and effect” the mutual struggle of that which becomes, often with the 
absorption of one’s opponent; the number of becoming elements not constant.
  Uselessness of old ideals for the interpretation of the totality of events, once one knows the 
animal origin and utility of these ideals: all, moreover, contradictory to life.
  Uselessness of the mechanistic theory – it gives the impression of meaninglessness.
  The entire idealism of humankind hitherto is on the point of changing suddenly into nihilism – 
into the belief in absolute worthlessness, i.e., meaninglessness
  The destruction of ideals, the new desert; new arts by means of which we can endure it, we 
amphibians.
  Presupposition: bravery, patience, no “turning back,” no haste to go forward.
  N.B. Zarathustra adopts a parodistic attitude toward all former values as a consequence of his 
abundance. (NL 7 [54] KSA 12. 312, WP 617, modified by CFB)
78 “Die Gewohnheiten unserer Sinne haben uns in Lug und Trug der Empfindung eingesponnen: 
diese wieder sind die Grundlagen aller unserer Urtheile und “Erkentnisse,” – es giebt durchaus 
kein Entrinnen, keine Schlupf- und Schleichwege in die wirkliche Welt!”
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nichts Bewiesenes. Das Leben ist kein Argument; unter den Bedingungen des Lebens könnte 
der Irrthum sein.
We have arranged for ourselves a world in which we can live – by positing bodies, lines, planes, 
causes and effects, motion and rest, form and content; without these articles of faith nobody 
now could endure life. But that does not prove them. Life is no argument. The conditions of 
life might include error (FW/GS 121 KSA 3.477-478, emphasis CFB).
Already at this point, it seems to me that when Nietzsche claims that the “supreme” will to 
power is the imposition of the character of Being (stasis and stability) onto the character 
of Becoming, he means that it is we (as expressions of will to power) who do so because 
of our all too human psychological needs. In other words, when Nietzsche claims that the 
supreme will to power is imposing the character of Being upon becoming, this needs to be 
read in the context of Nietzsche’s analysis of our tendency towards and need for stability 
and security, as well as his rejection of the idea of static Being. By taking the line out of 
context, Heidegger is able to use it to mean exactly the opposite of what Nietzsche intends, 
i.e. that Nietzsche intends “what becomes” as “what remains.”
My reading is strengthened by a consideration of the rest of the sketch, including specifically 
the fourth line that reiterates Nietzsche’s contention that the world of Being is something 
that has been invented, and that this invention yields certain values that allow for the 
rejection of becoming. What this means is that humanity has cultivated itself “…on the 
basis of a set of fundamental errors and this has involved the development of certain kinds 
of sensation and perception in which the changes in things go unperceived and all kinds 
of influences are not felt” (Ansell-Pearson 2005: 8). It is Nietzsche’s challenge to us to ask 
whether we can “incorporate” this knowledge of the “truth” of the ultimate flux of things.79
Nietzsche moves on in the sketch to reject the idea of absolute knowledge (knowledge-
in-itself), claiming that in a world of becoming, such knowledge is impossible. He answers 
the question of how knowledge in the face of such a conception of the world is possible by 
saying that it is only as a will to power, and specifically as a will to deception, that this could 
be.
Nietzsche then continues by reiterating his rejection of the traditional “subject” and 
the idea of “cause and effect” that we have seen appear in his published works. In the 
previously-quoted aphorism from Götzen-Dämmerung where Nietzsche rejects the concept 
of static Being, for example, we also find a clear indication that Nietzsche also refuses the 
traditional, mechanistic understanding of the willing subject that “causes” effects that I 
quoted previously:
79 As pointed out by Keith Ansell-Pearson (1994: 46) the word Nietzsche uses for power in the 
formulation will to power is Macht. He explains that this word is derived from the verb mögen, 
meaning to want/desire, and the word möglich, meaning potential. It is also related to machen 
meaning to create or make.
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[Die Sprache] sieht überall Thäter und Thun: das glaubt an Willen als Ursache überhaupt; das 
glaubt an’s “Ich”, an’s Ich als Sein, an’s Ich als Substanz und projicirt den Glauben an die Ich-
Substanz auf alle Dinge – es schafft erst damit den Begriff “Ding”…Das Sein wird überall als 
Ursache hineingedacht, untergeschoben; aus der Conception “Ich” folgt erst, als abgeleitet, 
der Begriff “Sein”…Am Anfang steht das grosse Verhängniss von Irrthum, dass der Wille Etwas 
ist, das wirkt, - das Wille ein Vermögen ist…Heute wissen wir, dass er bloss ein Wort ist… […] 
Ich fürchte, wir werden Gott nicht los, weil wir noch an die Grammatiek glauben… 
Everywhere [language] sees a doer and a doing; it believes in will as the cause; it believes 
in the “ego”, in the ego as being, in the ego as substance, and it projects this faith in the 
ego-substance upon all things—only thereby does it first create the concept of “thing.” 
Everywhere “being” is projected by thought, pushed underneath, as the cause; the concept of 
“being” follows, and is derivative of, the concept of “ego.” In the beginning there is that great 
calamity of error that the will is something which is effective, that will is a capacity. Today we 
know that it is only a word. […] I am afraid we are not rid of God because we still have faith in 
grammar… (GD/TI “Vernunft” “Reason” 5 KSA 6.77-78).
So, in addition to his rejection of a conception of Being as static and prior to becoming, 
Nietzsche is here also rejecting the idea of a willing subject who can somehow step outside 
the never-ending spiral of becoming, and “cause” events in the world. Will, in that sense, is 
for Nietzsche, “only a word” we have created.80 
In Die fröhliche Wissenschaft, Nietzsche explains this rejection of the will in the traditional 
sense in more detail.81 There we see Nietzsche expressing his rejection of Schopenhauer’s 
80 Heidegger in fact acknowledges that, for Nietzsche, the will is a “fiction,” but then proceeds to 
develop the idea of will as command, since he posits that “Nietzsche must say in what respect 
that which is named in the word will is to be thought if the word is not to remain a mere sound.” 
(NI: 650; WPK: 152)
81 Nachwirkung der ältesten Religiosität. – Jeder Gedankenlose meint, der Wille sei das allein 
Wirkende; Wollen sei etwas Einfaches, schlechthin Gegebnes, Unableitbares, An-sich-
Verständliches. Er ist überzeugt, wenn er Etwas thut, zum Beispiel einen Schlag ausführt, er 
sei es, der da schlage, und er habe geschlagen, weil er schlagen wollte. Er merkt gar Nichts von 
einem Problem daran, sondern das Gefühl des Willens genügt ihm, nicht nur zur Annahme 
von Ursache und Wirkung, sondern auch zum Glauben, ihr Verhältniss zu verstehen. Von dem 
Mechanismus des Geschehens und der hunderfältigen feinen Arbeit, der adgethan werden 
mus, damit es zu dem Schlage komme, ebenso von der Unfähigkeit des Willens an sich, auch 
nur den geringsten Theil dieser Arbeit zu thun, weiss er Nichts. Der Wille ist ihm eine magisch 
wirkende Kraft: der Glaube an den Willen, als an die Ursache von Wirkungen, ist der Glaube an 
magisch wirkende Kräfte. Nun hat ursprünglich der Mensch überall, wo er ein Geschehen sah, 
einen Willen als Ursache und persönlich wollende Wesen im Hinter-grunde wirkend geglaubt, 
- der Begriff der Mechanik lag ihm ganz ferne. Weil aber der Mensch ungeheure Zeiten lang 
nur an Personen geglaubt hat (und nicht an Stoffe, Kräfte, Sachen und so weiter), ist ihm der 
Glaube an Ursache und Wirkung zum Grundglauben geworden, den er überall, wo Etwas 
geschieht, verwendet, - auch jetzt noch instinctive und als ein Stück Atavismus ältester Abkunft. 
[…] Schopenhauer, mit seiner Annahme, das Alles, was da sei, nur etwas Wollendes sei, hat eine 
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understanding of the will, calling such a view a primitive “mythology.” This rejection appears 
elsewhere, including in Jenseits von Gut und Böse, where Nietzsche calls Schopenhauer’s 
idea that the “…will alone is really known to us, absolutely and completely known, without 
deduction or addition,” an exaggeration of a “popular prejudice.” (JGB/BGE 19 KSA 5.31-
32)82 Contrary to Schopenhauer, Nietzsche rejects the idea of the will as a “cause” of actions 
performed by a “personal, willing being,” and posits instead that it is only because certain 
Analyse des Willens versucht zu haben, weil er an die Einfachheit und Unmittelbarkeit alles 
Wollens glaubte, Gleich Jedermann: - während Wollen nur ein so gut eingespielter Mechanismus 
ist, das er dem beobachtenden Auge fast entläuft. Ihm gegenüber stelle ich diese Sätze auf: 
erstens, damit Wille entstehe, ist eine Vorstellung von Lust und Unlust nötig. Zweitens, dass 
ein heftiger Reiz als Lust oder Unlust empfunden werde, das ist die Sache des interpretirenden 
Intellects, der freilich zumeist dabei uns unbewusst arbeitet; und ein und derselben Reiz kann als 
Lust oder Unlust interpretirt werden. Drittens: nur bei den intellectuellen Wesen giebt es Lust, 
Unlust und Wille; die ungeheure Mehrzahl der Organismen hat Nichts davon.
  Aftereffects of the most ancient religiosity. - Every thoughtless person supposes that will alone 
is effective; that willing is something simple, a brute datum, underivable, and intelligible by 
itself. He is convinced that when he does something - strike something, for example - it is he 
that strikes, and that he did strike because be willed it. He does not see any problem here; the 
feeling of will seems sufficient to him not only for the assumption of cause and effect but also 
for the faith that he understands their relationship. He knows nothing of the mechanism of what 
happened and of the hundredfold fine work that needs to be done to bring about the strike, or 
of the incapacity of the will in itself to do even the tiniest part of this work. The will is for him 
a magically effective force; the faith in the will as the cause of effects is the faith in magically 
effective forces. Now man believed originally that wherever he saw something happen, a will 
had to be at work in the background as a cause, and a personal, willing being. Any notion of 
mechanics was far from his mind. But since man believed, for immense periods of time, only 
in persons (and not in substances, forces. things, and so forth), the faith in cause and effect 
became for him the basic faith that he applies wherever anything happens - and this is what 
he still does instinctively: it is an atavism of the most ancient origin. […] When Schopenhauer 
assumed that all that has being is only a willing, he enthroned a primeval mythology. It seems 
that he never even attempted an analysis of the will because, like everybody else, he had faith in 
the simplicity and immediacy of all willing - while willing is actually a mechanism that is so well 
practiced that it all but escapes the observing eye. Against him I posit these propositions: First, 
for will to come into being an idea of pleasure and displeasure is needed. Second, when a strong 
stimulus is experienced as pleasure or displeasure, this depends on the interpretation of the 
intellect which, to be sure, generally does this work without rising to our consciousness: one and 
the same stimulus can be interpreted as pleasure or displeasure. Third, it is only in intellectual 
beings that pleasure, displeasure and will are to be found; the vast majority of organisms has 
nothing of the sort. (FW/GS 127 KSA 3.482-483).
82 “Die Philosophen pflegen vom Willen zu reden, wie als ob er die bekannteste Sache von der 
Welt sei; ja Schopenhauer gab zu verstehen, der Wille allein sei uns eigentlich bekannt, ganz 
und gar bekannt, ohne Abzug und Zuthat bekannt. Aber es dünkt mich immer wieder, dass 
Schopenhauer auch in diesem Falle nur gethan hat, was Philosophen eben zu thun pflegen: das 
er ein Volks-Vorurtheil übernommen und übertrieben hat.”
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organisms (“intellectuellen Wesen“) can interpret a stimulus as pleasurable or unpleasant,83 
that these organisms can then create the idea of a will. In sum, Nietzsche rejects the 
idea that there exists a world of singular unities, each driven by a “will,” and so for him, 
psychology’s idea of the will as an effect-ive capacity does not exist. The will is a mere word 
we have created.
The above characterisation casts doubt upon Heidegger’s previously mentioned assertion 
that with Nietzsche’s “…nihilistic inversion of the pre-eminence of representation to the 
pre-eminence of will as the will to power,” the will achieves absolute dominion in the 
essence of subjectivity (N2: 300-1; WPK: 224), since Nietzsche’s characterisation of the will 
involves a rejection of human being understood as a “subject” - a willing, atomic unity.84
Returning to the unpublished note under discussion, we see that instead of the traditional 
view of the world as operating according to causal mechanism, Nietzsche posits the mutual 
struggle of all that becomes.85 He claims that the “old” ideals are not useful for interpreting 
the totality of events because they are, in his view, contradictory to life. He rejects both 
idealism and mechanistic theory as possible explanations because, in his view, both lead 
to meaninglessness.86 The “new desert” of nihilism caused by the destruction of ideals 
requires for Nietzsche that we become “amphibians” – able to endure the resultant altered 
landscape - and he posits that art is a means by which we could do so.87 
So, when read in the context of the entire sketch, it seems that Heidegger’s conclusion, 
i.e that Nietzsche intends what becomes as “what remains” does not find support, and 
actually contradicts Nietzsche’s point. Nietzsche’s claim that the “supreme” will to power 
83 An amoeba, for example, will generally avoid painful stimuli, and gravitate towards pleasurable 
ones, but there is no evidence that an amoeba interprets these stimuli as pleasurable (or not), 
and so cannot be said to “will” in the sense that Nietzsche means it here. On the other hand, 
persons generally interpret stimuli as pleasurable (or not), but this is not always linked to whether 
the stimuli are painful or not since persons sometimes engage in activities that are considered 
painful and yet interpret these as pleasurable. Richardson (2004: 127-128) also mentions the 
amoeba as an example in his discussion of drives and values in Nietzsche’s thinking.
84 I return to this question of the status of the subject in Chapter 3.
85 This idea – that everything that happens is a struggle - is reiterated by Nietzsche in a number of 
instances. See for example, NL 1 [92] KSA 12.33.
86 Nietzsche does not provide reasons for this claim here, but this rejection (and his reasons for it) 
does appear in a number of instances in the published works. See for example MAM/HH I 490 
KSA 2.318; FW/GS 372 KSA 3.623-624 and GM/GM III [19] KSA 5.384-387.
87 This point is echoed in Die fröhliche Wissenschaft where Nietzsche discusses how art consists in 
a kind of “cult of the untrue” that allows us to cultivate a “good will to appearance” permitting 
us to live with the realisation that “delusion and error” are “conditions of human knowledge and 
sensation” (FW/GS 107.94-95). What is important to note at this point is that Nietzsche does 
not simplistically proclaim that all art and all artists can provide the means for enduring the 
nihilism caused by the destruction of the highest ideals. As he points out in Zur Genealogie der 
Moral, artists are also corruptible (see GM/GM III [5] KSA 5.345), and not all art represents the 
“…overflow of the wise and harmonious manner of life” (MAM/HH I [212] KSA 2. 173).
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is the imposition of the character of Being (stasis, stability and so on) onto the character of 
Becoming, is rather a comment upon how one traditional interpretation of reality, which is 
in fact hostile to life, has dominated over others in the history of philosophy.88 What does 
this mean for an understanding of the will to power?
In the context of the quotation discussed, it seems that the will to power is the way in 
which Nietzsche characterises his (non-traditional) understanding of the willing of one 
specific organism – the interpreting human being - and so provides support for views that 
posit that the doctrine is merely “psychological” in nature. The problem is that, as was 
mentioned previously, Nietzsche’s characterisation of the will to power is not limited to the 
psychological. If we, for example, consider just one of Nietzsche’s published works – Jenseits 
von Gut und Böse – a plethora of characterisations emerge: the will to power as the will 
to truth (§ 211); as philosophy (§ 9); as life (§ 13) and as the world (§ 36). As such, further 
exploration of the concept and its uses in Nietzsche works is necessary.
It is my view that Nietzsche aimed to experiment with the will to power as a means to 
explain the “how” of the ceaseless89 becoming he posits. As he says when commenting on 
his projected book: “Under the not un-dangerous title ‘The Will to Power,’ a new philosophy, 
or said more clearly, the attempt at a new interpretation of everything that happens has 
come to light” (NL 40[50] KSA 11.653, emphasis CFB).90 In other words, the will to power 
is postulated as a way to explain the quality of reality understood in a way that cannot be 
reduced to the traditional conception of static Being, and so constitutes a non-traditional 
“ontology” that encapsulates all the other characterisations Nietzsche gives to the will to 
power.91 How?
88 Magnus (1970:33) makes the same point, reading Nietzsche’s claim that the supreme will to 
power is the stamping of the character of Being upon becoming as the attempt to impose order 
upon the “fluctuating carnival-masks” of the “eternal cycle of genesis, growth, decay and death – 
becoming.”
89 Although I have not provided a sustained discussion thereof, I think that Nietzsche’s conception 
of becoming is radically anti-teleological. As he says, for example, in an unpublished note: “[i]f 
the world could ever become rigid, dry, die out, or become nothing, or if it could reach a state 
of equilibrium, or if it had any goal that involved duration, immutability, the once-and-for-all (in 
short, speaking metaphysically: if becoming could resolve itself into being or into nothingness), 
then this state must have been attained. But it has not been attained...” (NL 14 [188] KSA 13.375, 
CFB). See Swift (2008) for a fuller discussion of Nietzsche’s anti-teleological stance in this context.
90 “Unter dem nicht ungefährlichen Titel ‘Der Wille zur Macht’ soll hiermit eine neue Philosophie, 
oder, deutlicher geredet, der Versuch einer neuen Auslegung alles Geschehens zu Worte 
kommen…”.
91 The human will, for example, can then be interpreted as a manifestation of the will to power, but 
not equated with it. In this sense, my reading is comparable to that of John Richardson (2002) 
who posits that the will to power is primarily a property of “drives,” and so only derivatively of 
persons, or groups of persons.
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Nietzsche presents becoming as a strife between power centres, that are themselves 
constantly becoming. As he explains in Jenseits von Gut und Böse, these power-centres 
“strain towards and away” from one another (JGB/BGE 19 KSA 5.32-33), i.e. they are engaged 
in relations of attraction and repulsion, integration and disintegration, incorporation or 
alliance, and so on. This point is echoed in an unpublished note:
—:es giebt keine dauerhaften letzten Einhalten, keine Atome, keine Monaden: auch hier 
ist “das Seiende” erst von uns hineingelegt (aus praktischen, nützlichen perspektivischen 
Gründen) - “Herrschafts-Gebilde“; die Sphäre des Beherrschenden fortwährend wachsend 
oder periodisch abnehmend, zunehmend; oder, unter der Gunst und Ungunst der Umstände 
[...] “Werth” ist wesentlich Gesichtspunkt für das Zunehmen oder Abnehmen dieser 
herrschaftlichen Centren (“Vielheiten” jedenfalls, aber die “Einheit” ist in der Natur des 
Werdens gar nicht vorhanden) – ein Quantum Macht, ein Werden, insofern nichts darin 
den Charakter des “Seins” hat [...] es giebt keinen Willen: es giebt Willens-punktationen, die 
beständig ihre Macht mehren oder verlieren.
—:there are no durable ultimate units, no atoms, no monads: here too “beings” are introduced 
by us (as practical, useful, perspectival grounds) - “Forms of domination”; the sphere of that 
which is dominated continually growing or periodically increasing or decreasing depending 
upon the favourability or unfavourability of circumstances. […] “Value” is essentially the 
point of view for the increase or decrease of these dominating centres (“multiplicities” in 
any case, but “units” are not present in the nature of becoming) - a quantum of power, a 
becoming, in so far as none of it has the character of “being” […] there is no will: there are 
punctuated instances of willing that are constantly increasing or losing their power (NL 11 
[73] KSA 13.36-37, translation CFB).
From this note, it is again evident that there is a linkage established between becoming, 
power and will. “Becoming” is once more characterised as a repudiation of the concept of 
static Being; and the idea of a “durable unit” - a self in the traditional sense – is regarded as 
a merely useful way of speaking. Instead of durable, ultimate units, Nietzsche proposes that 
reality consists of “dominating centres,” and that these “punctuated instances of willing” are 
constantly increasing or losing their power – they are becoming. 
The above claim is encountered in various other places in Nietzsche’s work. In the context of 
a discussion of the limitations of mechanistic theory, for example, Nietzsche elaborates on 
his rejection of the traditional notions of “[s]ubject, object, a doer added to the doing, the 
doing separated from what it does…” (NL 14 [79] KSA 13.258, CFB). In his view, mechanistic 
theory is based upon two fictions – the concept of motion and the concept of the atom 
(ibid.). He claims that if we eliminate all the “additions” postulated by mechanistic theory, 
then:
...bleiben keine Dinge übrig, sondern dynamische Quanta, in einem Spannungsverhältniβ 
zu allen anderen dynamischen Quanten: deren Wesen in ihrem Verhältniβ zu allen anderen 
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Quanten besteht, in ihrem ‘Wirken’ auf dieselben – der Wille zur Macht nicht ein Sein, nicht 
ein Werden, sondern ein Pathos ist die elementarste Thatsache, aus der sich erst ein Werden, 
ein Wirken ergiebt...
…no things are left over but dynamic quanta, that are in a relation of tension to all other 
dynamic quanta: their essence lies in their relation to all other quanta, in their ‘effect’ on 
the same - The will to power is not a being, not a becoming, but as a pathos is the most 
elementary fact from which a becoming and effecting first emerge … (NL 14 [79] KSA 13.259, 
WP 635)
This note reiterates the idea that things in the world are, for Nietzsche, “dynamic quanta” 
that are related in a relationship of tension92 to all other dynamic quanta. It also makes 
clear that the will to power is itself neither a being nor a becoming for Nietzsche, but 
rather, as he says, a basic “fact” from which becoming emerges.93 It would seem, at first 
glance, that Nietzsche is here proposing that the will to power is the ground from which 
the world as becoming emerges, and so, as such, allows for Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche 
as metaphysician to find confirmation. However, the way in which Nietzsche writes 
about “facts” on other occasions means that we need to interpret this line with caution. 
Nietzsche claims, for example, that “there are no eternal facts: just as there are no absolute 
truths” (MAM/HH I [2] KSA 2.25).94 The will to power then cannot be a transcendent or 
unquestionable truth, nor can it be a “fact” if the common sense95 understanding of a 
“fact” is utilised. It is, as Nietzsche admits, rather only one possible interpretation amongst 
others,96 and as such, does not appeal to what Heidegger would call the “onto-theological.”97 
92 Although I do not explore this in detail here, a link between Nietzsche’s characterisation of the 
will to power and his discussion of the Greek agon can be made. In Homers Wettkampf (Homer’s 
Contest) he characterises the agonistic contest as a fight motivated by the desire for distinction, 
and not as a fight of “annihilation” (HW/HC KSA 1.783-792). The will to power is similarly 
characterised by Nietzsche as a-teleological and on-going. See for example Cox (1999: 233) for a 
fuller discussion of the link.
93 See also Jenseits von Gut und Böse 259 where Nietzsche again calls the will to power the “Ur-
Faktum aller Geschichte / primordial fact of all history.” (JGB/BGE 259 KSA 5.208).
94 “…es giebt keine ewigen Thatsachen: sowie es keine absoluten Wahrheiten giebt.”
95 See Chalmers (1999) for an illuminating exposition of the common sense view of “facts.” 
96 As Nietzsche asks in Jenseits von Gut und Böse 22: “Gesetzt, dass auch [der Wille zur Macht] nur 
Interpretation ist – und ihr werdet eifrig genug sein dies einzuwenden? – nun, um so besser. 
-”/“Supposing that this [‘the will to power’] also is only interpretation—and you will be eager 
enough to make this objection?—well, so much the better.” (JBG/BGE 22 KSA 5.37).
97 My position can, in this sense, be aligned to that of Wolfgang Müller-Lauter’s (1999c) 
interpretation. Müller-Lauter provides an alternative to Heidegger’s interpretation of the will to 
power by showing how Nietzsche accentuates the pluralistic character of reality by means of 
seeing it as a multiplicity of conflicting wills to power. As is well known, Müller-Lauter highlights 
the contradictions in Nietzsche’s writings, and gives them a positive connotation by claiming 
that the contradictions of reality itself become evident in them. Müller-Lauter’s view is that the 
various contradictions are evident in human being herself (ibid.). The strong individual is able to 
organise these contradictions within herself, whereas the weak is unable to do so. As such, the 
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Understanding what Nietzsche intends by the word “pathos” in this passage is complicated 
by this Greek word having a number of possible meanings. Tracey B. Strong (2006: 95) 
suggests reading Nietzsche’s use of the word “pathos” in the context of aphorism 317 in 
Die fröhliche Wissenschaft, where Nietzsche distinguishes between pathos and ethos. Strong 
(ibid.) concludes that pathos can be characterised as that which “happens to a person or a 
thing” and “what one has experienced: good or bad,” and so refers to the “different states a 
person or thing” may assume.98 I think Strong is correct in his reading that Nietzsche asserts 
that even though we may think of our way of life as an enduring ethos, our life is really 
pathos - a dynamic process of changing affective experience. The will to power, by which 
our experience is constituted, can be interpreted as pathos in this sense.99
Is this kind of reading of the will to power sustainable? There are a number of commentators, 
including most recently Brian Leiter (2000) and Maudemarie Clark (1990), who present 
objections to the kind of “strong” reading of the will to power I support here.100 Leiter 
objects to strong readings of the will to power on a number of counts. First, he claims that 
it is difficult to reconcile such readings with the fact that Nietzsche says “almost nothing” 
about the will to power, plus says “nothing at all” to suggest that it is his “fundamental 
principle” in Ecce Homo (where he reflects upon his life’s work) nor in the series of new 
prefaces he wrote for a number of his published works in 1886 (Leiter 2000: 285). Leiter’s 
view is that because much of the textual evidence for reading the will to power as a 
fundamental principle has been drawn from the Nachlass such readings are doubtful (Leiter 
2000: 287).101
As was mentioned in the introduction, my approach is similar to that taken by scholars 
like Bernd Magnus and Linda Williams who “…do not advise ignoring the Nachlass entries 
struggle for power is, in Müller-Lauter’s reading, the principle of reality for Nietzsche, but not in 
the sense in which Heidegger proposes.
98 This reading is similar to that of Stack (1983: 298-99). Stack compares the Aristotelian conception 
of pathos with his interpretation of Nietzsche’s use thereof, something that I do not discuss 
here.
99 As Golomb (2012: 56) rightly, in my view, points out, Nietzsche would have been more 
consistent if he had used the expression “pathos of power” rather than “will to power.”
100 Leiter’s (2000) view of what constitutes a “strong” reading of the will to power is couched in both 
wide and narrower terms in his paper, something that I do not discuss here. I take it that because 
my reading suggests that Nietzsche’s will to power constitutes a “fundamental principle” (Leiter 
2000: 285) of reality - even though I do not read it as a fundamental principle in the usual sense 
– my reading falls within the ambit of what Leiter would call a “strong” reading, and so is open 
to the criticisms he suggests.
101 R.J. Hollingdale (1999: 226) makes a similar claim. He postulates that Nietzsche may have 
speculated on extending the will to power beyond the psychological by suggesting that life 
was will to power, but that Nietzsche eventually rejected this extension. For Hollingdale, this 
explains why the Nachlass entries do not appear in the published works, and, since he interprets 
Nietzsche as rejecting these entries, Hollingdale (ibid.) concludes that we should reject these 
entries too.
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altogether, but they also do not treat the entries with the same degree of confidence as 
the works Nietzsche authorized for publication.” (Williams 1996: 1). Although I think that 
key importance should be given to Nietzsche’s published works, I do not believe that the 
notes are completely without significance. As Nietzsche’s notes, they do allow the reader 
access to ideas with which he may have experimented, or eventually deemed suitable for 
publication. In addition, there are a number of places in the published works where a strong 
reading would indeed be appropriate (for example BGE 13, 36, and 186; as well as GS 349), 
something that Leiter largely ignores.
Leiter (ibid.) further cites the fact that Nietzsche abandons work on his projected book 
using the doctrine as its title;102 as well as Nietzsche’s own claim that the will to power is only 
one “interpretation” among many,103 as additional reasons to doubt whether such a strong 
reading of the will to power is sustainable. We have few definite clues as to why Nietzsche 
abandoned writing the projected book104 and so this does not, in my view, on its own 
constitute a reason for dismissing a strong reading of the will to power out of hand. In fact, 
Ansell-Pearson and Large (2006: 306) come to the opposite conclusion to Leiter, claiming 
that precisely because Nietzsche spent much effort in devising plans for his magnum opus, 
“…clearly the principle of the will to power was important to [Nietzsche] even if he never 
articulated it to the extent he wished in his published writings…”. Furthermore, it is my view 
that taking Nietzsche’s proclamation that all reality is will to power seriously is coherent 
with his claim that the will to power is “also […] only interpretation.” (JGB/BGE 22 KSA 5. 
37). In order to remain consistent with his own perspectivalist105 position, Nietzsche cannot 
posit the will to power as an absolute teleological principle – for him, all “theories of life 
and knowledge” are matters of “translation” and “interpretation”. (ibid.) But saying this does 
not, however, preclude positing that the will to power be understood in the strong sense. 
Rather, it only restricts the way it can be characterised as a “principle”106- as a-teleological, 
non-linear and non-progressive.
102 As is well known, during 1887–88 Nietzsche was planning a Hauptwerk to be variously entitled 
Revaluation of All Values or The Will to Power (often with some subtitle). As Strong (2010) 
remarks, this was a work that Nietzsche believed would radically alter the human understanding 
of the world.
103 “Supposing that this [‘will to power’] also is only interpretation—” he says, “and you will be 
eager enough to make this objection?—well, so much the better” (JGB/BGE 22 KSA 5. 37).
104 See Magnus, Stewart and Mileur (1993: 37-46) for a detailed discussion of Nietzsche’s 
abandonment of his plans for The Will to Power.
105 Although I return to a fuller discussion thereof in the chapter to follow, it is important to note at 
this point that with Strong (1985:165), I understand Nietzsche’s perspectivalism as an attempt 
to advance a characterization of the self and of knowledge that “…does not posit any particular 
position (or self) as final”.
106 This is the position of Ciano Aydin (2007). Aydin sees the will to power not as a substance, but 
rather as a principle with which Nietzsche attempts to deconstruct substance thinking.
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Lastly, Leiter (ibid.) cites Clark’s (1990) argument that Nietzsche would reject the strong 
doctrine of the will to power: she begins by emphasizing that the previously mentioned 
Section 36 of Jenseits von Gut und Böse107 is stated as a conditional: if we accept certain 
initial hypotheses, specifically the “causality of the will,” then only does the strong doctrine 
of the will to power follow. Clark consequently shows that the idea of the causality of the 
will is rejected by Nietzsche and so concludes that the strong doctrine does not follow. 
I think that Clark is correct in highlighting the fact that Nietzsche rejects the idea of the 
mechanistic understanding of the causality of the will, and also in pointing out that the 
section under discussion is stated as a conditional. I am not, however, convinced that this 
rules out the kind of “strong” reading of the will to power I support. I read Nietzsche as here 
placing the will to power in opposition to the mechanistic model of causality in the same 
way in which he does in the previously quoted unpublished note (NL 14 [79] KSA 13.258-
259, WP 635). In both cases, I would agree that:
…the conclusion turns out to be not so much the inference from the hypothetically formed 
arguments but rather their summary or even their foundation. The hypotheses are not 
so much the opening of a testing procedure but rather the elaboration of a proposal for 
a particular interpretation. That the world would be will to power is not the (eventual) 
conclusion of an argument but rather the wording of a perspective which allows for a 
particular type of interpretation (Van Tongeren 2000: 158)
So, in reading the aphorism purely as a hypothetical argument, and not taking into account 
an unpublished note that functions, in my view, in a similar fashion, Clark seems, I think, 
to miss Nietzsche’s point. Both the aphorism and the note are indicative of Nietzsche’s 
particular style of interpretation, which renders misguided the question of what it would 
mean to offer a conclusive proof of the experiment suggested by the aphorism. Nietzsche 
is not a metaphysician in the sense in which Heidegger intends the term, since he is not, 
in my view, attempting to show that the world really is will to power, but rather offering a 
non-teleological “principle” that he believes can better explain the “how” of the ceaseless 
becoming that “is” reality than previous, metaphysical attempts. As Ansell-Pearson 
strikingly puts it, the will to power can fruitfully be interpreted as a “nonteleological 
and nonmechanical principle” that allows “…the primacy of the ‘spontaneous, 
expansive, aggressive, form-shaping forces’ that provide life with new directions and new 
interpretations…” to come into focus (Ansell-Pearson 2000: 22).
In this section, I have tried to show that Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s will to 
power evidences a strong ambivalence when Heidegger’s later works are taken into account. 
Nietzsche is seen as both the “last metaphysician” and a “thinker,” and the will to power, 
despite always remaining a metaphysical doctrine in Heidegger’s estimation, is read in both 
107 “The world seen from inside, the world defined and designated according to its ‘intelligible 
character’ – it would simply be ‘Will to Power,” and nothing else. (JGB/BGE 36 KSA 5.55).
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a negative and positive fashion. I have attempted to demonstrate that Heidegger’s position 
is problematic in its assertion that the will to power is a traditional metaphysical unity if 
we take seriously Nietzsche’s statements on becoming and his rejection of the traditional 
“subject” as a willing, atomic unity. Specifically, I have shown that Heidegger’s opposition 
of the will to power to becoming (and his view of it as the principle that “permanentises” 
becoming) cannot be sustained. Finally, I have provided some support for a “strong” reading 
of the will to power that does not stand in contradiction to Nietzsche’s understanding of 
becoming, but that also does not turn it into an ontotheological principle in the way in 
which Heidegger’s interpretation does. I have not here attempted to develop this reading in 
depth and detail,108 nor have I discussed all possible objections to such a position, since my 
aim is only to show that Heidegger’s reading, although still highly influential and insightful 
in numerous places, suffers from a violence of interpretation that makes it particularly 
difficult to support. In the next section, I move to a consideration of the eternal return 
using the same approach.
The Eternal Return
Compared to the concept of the will to power, there are significantly more references to 
the thought of the eternal return109 in Nietzsche’s writings. Despite this, the preponderance 
of Nietzsche’s mentions of the eternal return are found in his Nachlass, and so, the same 
problem regarding the status of these Nachlass references that was mentioned in the 
section on the will to power is also relevant here. I remain consistent in my general approach 
of granting priority to the published works, but not ignoring the Nachlass altogether.
What Nietzsche intends with this “thought” 110 remains hotly disputed in the secondary 
literature. Three main lines of interpretation are dominant: cosmological readings generally 
take seriously Nietzsche’s attempts at a proof of the return in his unpublished notes, 
and interpret the doctrine as a theory concerning the nature of time; ethical-existential 
readings generally read the return as an existential test of life-affirmation; and symbolic-
108 A number of other commentators have done just this, most notably Aydin (2007), who attempts 
to develop an “organisation-struggle” model as a way to understand Nietzsche’s view of reality 
as will to power.
109 As was previously noted, Nietzsche uses two terms for his teaching - die Ewige Wiederkunft 
and die Ewige Wiederkehr - and his use of these terms varies throughout his work. In order to 
distinguish between the two usages, I render die Ewige Wiederkunft as eternal recurrence and die 
Ewige Wiederkehr as eternal return.
110 Nietzsche refers to the eternal return as a “thought” rather than an “idea.” This could be because 
he thinks that ideas are “worse seductresses than our senses” (FW/GS 372 KSA 3.624), and so is 
reticent to associate the return with the philosophical idealism that he rejects. Nietzsche does, 
however, also sometimes refer to the eternal return as a doctrine (Lehre), and so, in keeping with 
his nomenclature, I refer to the return as “doctrine” or “thought,” but not as “idea.”
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metaphorical readings generally take the return to be merely a metaphor or symbol.111 All 
three of these approaches face a number of difficulties. One problem with maintaining 
the cosmological interpretation, for example, is that no argument for the cosmological 
status of the eternal return is to be found in the published works (Magnus 1970: 6), and 
so this kind of interpretation must rely heavily upon the Nachlass, which, as has already 
been mentioned, is a practice that must be undertaken with caution.112 There are also, as 
has been previously noted, a number of difficulties with adopting an ethical interpretation, 
including reconciling such an interpretation with Nietzsche’s statements that seem to 
support a cosmological reading,113 as well as developing a cogent account of Nietzsche’s call 
for a “willing backwards” of the eternal return. The symbolic-metaphorical interpretation 
also suffers from difficulties, including explaining the status of claims in especially the 
unpublished works that seem to preclude a reading of the return as mere metaphor.
In this section, I follow the same approach used in the previous, beginning with a 
consideration of selected aspects of Heidegger’s Nietzsche-Buch interpretations of the 
eternal return. My focus is specifically upon Heidegger’s claim that the eternal return is “the 
111 To illustrate the bewildering array of interpretations of the eternal return, one needs only to 
consider Conway’s (2002: 160) summary of a “brief survey” of readings of the eternal return: 
“…the eternal recurrence as an approximation between being and becoming (Simmel); as a 
pedagogical-regulative idea (Ewald); as a muddled, inconsequential distraction from the doctrine 
of the Übermensch (Baumler); as the repetition of classical antiquity at the pinnacle of modernity 
(Lowith); as a (failed) attempt to overcome subjectivistic metaphysics (Heidegger); as a heuristic 
Utopian fiction (Vaihinger); as an existential statement of the overcoming of nothingness 
(Jaspers); as a thought experiment for measuring the meaning of the moment (Arendt); as 
a form of cosmic therapy (E. Heller); as a differential centrifuge that expels all reactive forces 
(Deleuze); as an empirical cosmology (Danto); as a neurological hallucination (Klossowski); as 
a pagan alternative to the Christian conceptions of history and time (Kaufmann); as a model 
of Dionysian excess and disintegration (Bataille); as a model of Apollinian integration and self-
control (Nehamas); as a bankrupt formula for political transfiguration Strong); as an appropriate 
attitude toward existence (Stambaugh); as a selectively transformative, high-intensity phantasm 
(Lingis); as a figure for the unbearable lightness of being (Kundera); as a sign heralding the end 
of the historical dominion of difference (Vattimo); as a mode of attunement to the historicity 
of human agency (Warren); as a self-consuming existential imperative (Magnus); as a matricidal 
wish never to have been born of a female other (Irigaray); as an unexplored alternative to 
the ascetic ideal and will to truth (Clark); as a trans-discursive call to rethink the concepts of 
presence and absence (Shapiro); and as the founding doctrine of a postesoteric “immanentism” 
(Lampert).”
112 When considering Nietzsche’s unpublished “proofs” for what seems to be a defence of a 
cosmological reading of the eternal return, Heidegger, for example, claims that we must “…
forgive Nietzsche his aberration in the direction of natural science” (NI: 367; ERS: 107) calling 
this a “historical eccentricity” (NI: 367; ERS: 108). Contrarily, there are commentators who argue 
that Nietzsche did indeed intend the eternal return to be read as a cosmological claim. See for 
example Loeb (2010), who defends this kind of interpretation against Georg Simmel’s (1907) 
influential dismissal of the cosmological reading, as well as Thomson (2011: 113).
113 See NL 11 [148] KSA 9.498 as an example.
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constant permanentising of becoming,” i.e. his view that Nietzsche remains within the ambit 
of Western metaphysical thinking as a result of his privileging of the present over the two 
other possible modes of time – the past and the future. I demonstrate that although there 
are places where Nietzsche’s pronouncements on the return lend themselves to such an 
interpretation, when those claims are read in context, and in conjunction with Nietzsche’s 
other statements on especially becoming, Heidegger’s reading becomes questionable. I 
then contrast Heidegger’s Nietzsche-Buch readings with his later interpretations of the 
return, showing that the ambivalence demonstrated in the context of Heidegger’s reading 
of the will to power is once again in evidence. Finally, I attempt to provide another reading 
of this aspect of Nietzsche’s thinking, considering especially Nietzsche’s call for a “willing 
backwards” and the related accusation (by Magnus (1978, 1979) and Ridley (1997) for 
example) that this backward extension of the eternal return makes Nietzsche’s appeal that a 
human being should live in a way that she would wish to live that same life again impotent.
Heidegger’s Nietzsche-Buch Interpretations
My focus in this section is specifically upon Heidegger’s claim that the eternal return is “the 
constant permanentising of becoming,” i.e. that Nietzsche is a metaphysician as a result of 
his privileging of the present over the two other possible modes of time – the past and the 
future. In order to examine this claim in more detail, I consider selections from Heidegger’s 
Nietzsche-Buch interpretations of the eternal return. When contrasted with Heidegger’s later 
consideration of the return that appears in the section to follow this one, the variability that 
characterised Heidegger’s readings of the will to power also becomes evident. However, the 
ambivalence that emerges is not limited to a comparison of Heidegger’s approach in the 
Nietzsche-Buch readings and his later texts. Rather, similarly to his interpretations of the will 
to power, Heidegger’s construal of the eternal return within the Nietzsche-Buch volumes also 
evinces a shifting nature. Specifically, I show that for most of the first volume, Heidegger’s 
interpretation rests upon the idea that at least some persons will be able to determine what 
will or will not return. As a result, Heidegger can call Nietzsche a metaphysician on the basis 
of the assertion that the return is concerned with the Being of beings. However, at the end 
of the first volume, especially in Der Wille zur Macht als Erkenntnis, and then throughout the 
second volume, Heidegger reads the eternal return as asserting that persons have no choice 
in deciding what returns. This assertion then allows him to argue that the return results in 
a reification of becoming - the main focus of this section of the chapter. The final part of 
this section attempts to develop my own reading of the eternal return. As in the section 
on the will to power, I assert that although Heidegger’s readings are insightful and valuable 
in places, his interpretations are difficult to maintain when Nietzsche’s understanding of 
becoming, and especially his rejection of static Being is taken into account.
In Der Wille zur Macht als Kunst, Heidegger almost immediately expresses his contention 
that the will to power, the eternal recurrence and the project of revaluation are linked:
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Ewige Wiederkehr, Wille zur Macht, Umwerthung, das sind die drei Leitworte, unter denen 
das Ganze des geplanten Hauptwerkes mit je verschiedener Lagerung steht. Wenn wir 
nun denkerisch eine Fragestellung entwickeln, die imstande ist, die Lehre von der ewigen 
Wiederkunft des Gleichen, die Lehre vom Willen zur Macht und diese beiden Lehren in ihrem 
innersten Zusammenhang einheitlich als Umwerthung zu begreifen, und wenn wir nicht 
dazu übergehen, diese Grundfragestellung zugleich als eine im Gang der abendländischen 
Metaphysik notwendige zu fassen, dann werden wir die Philosophie Nietzsches niemals 
fassen, und wir begreifen nichts vom 20. Jahrhundert und den künftigen Jahrhunderten, wir 
begreifen nichts von dem, was unsere metaphysische Aufgabe ist. (NI: 25-26)
Eternal Return, Will to Power, Revaluation: these are the three guiding phrases under 
which the totality of the planned major work stands, the configuration in each case 
differing. Now, if we do not thoughtfully formulate our inquiry in such a way that 
it is capable of grasping in a unified way the doctrines of the eternal return of the 
same and will to power, and these two doctrines in their most intrinsic coherence as 
revaluation, and if we do not go on to comprehend this fundamental formulation as 
one which is also necessary in the course of Western metaphysics, then we will never 
grasp Nietzsche’s philosophy. And we will comprehend nothing of the twentieth 
century and of the centuries to come, nothing of our metaphysical task. (WPA: 17)
Heidegger further contends that in thinking Being – which in his reading is will to power 
- as eternal return, Nietzsche is thinking Being as time (NI: 28; WPA: 20). Yet, Heidegger 
claims that even though Nietzsche thinks that thought - just as Plato and Aristotle think the 
thought of Being as time when they understand Being as ousia (presence) - none of them 
are able to think it as the question of Being and time (ibid.). As has already been discussed, 
thinking of the Being of beings as beings, and so as the will to power, is in Heidegger’s 
estimation, a mistaken approach to ontology that characterises the entire metaphysical 
tradition. In contrast, being able to think the thought of Being as time as a question is the 
approach Heidegger uses to oppose the metaphysical tradition, and that forms the centre 
of his Sein und Zeit.
In the lecture course under discussion, Heidegger then continues by contrasting his own 
reading with two other treatments of Nietzsche’s eternal return. In Heidegger’s view, the 
treatments of both Alfred Baeumler (1931) and Karl Jaspers (1936) are deficient since they 
do away with “the properly philosophical significance of the doctrine…” (NI: 30; WPA: 21). 
Heidegger rejects Baeumler’s interpretation of Nietzsche for two specific reasons: firstly, 
Heidegger rejects Baeumler’s portrayal of the thought of eternal return as expressing 
Nietzsche’s “…personal ‘religious’ conviction” (ibid.); and secondly, Heidegger rejects 
Baeumler’s view that the doctrines of the eternal return of the same and the will to power 
cannot both be valid (ibid.). Heidegger explains that Baeumler’s argument in this regard is 
based upon a faulty conception of Heraclitus’ doctrine of flux, saying only that “[f]or some 
time now we have known that this conception of Heraclitus’ doctrine is utterly foreign to 
the Greek” (NI: 30; WPA: 22).
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Heidegger believes that Jaspers’ understanding of the eternal return as one of Nietzsche’s 
“decisive thoughts” is superior to Baeumler’s (NI: 31; WPA: 23). Yet, he still complains that 
Jaspers fails to bring the thought of the eternal recurrence into the “realm of the grounding 
question (Grundfrage) of Western philosophy” (NI: 32; WPA: 23) because for Jaspers there is 
“no truth or conceptual import in philosophy.” (ibid.)
The very brief discussion and summary dismissal of the views of Baeumler and Jaspers, 
compounded by a disregard for the positions of any other theorists who were working 
on Nietzsche at the time, makes this section of Heidegger’s commentary of the eternal 
return seem to me to be quite unsatisfactory.114 However, even if we ignore this perceived 
deficiency, it is Heidegger’s conclusion at this point that raises the question that is the 
focus of this section. Heidegger’s claim is that the “proper philosophical significance” of 
Nietzsche’s work lies in its basic metaphysical position, which “…may be defined by two 
statements. First, the basic character of beings as such is ‘will to power.’ Second, Being is 
‘eternal recurrence of the same’” (NI: 33; WPA: 25).115 His justification for this claim is found 
in his use of the “Recapitulation” aphorism (NI: 27; WPA: 19), that, as has already been 
discussed, is questionable due to Heidegger’s selective and distorting usage of one, or in 
this case, two, lines from the sketch. In addition to quoting the first line from the sketch 
that was discussed in the previous section on the will to power, Heidegger here also quotes 
the third line: “That everything recurs is the closest approximation of a world of Becoming 
to one of Being: peak of the meditation” (ibid.).116 It is from these two lines that Heidegger 
concludes that Nietzsche’s work is a meditation on Being, which is, in the end, the will to 
power as eternal recurrence.
114 This is not to imply that Baeumler or Jaspers provide unproblematic readings. On the contrary, 
Baeumler’s National-Socialist “near-perfect perversion” (Kaufmann 1974: 40) of Nietzsche has 
been rightly criticised for its extreme one-sidedness; and, as Howey (1973: 91) discusses, for 
example, Jaspers’ attempts to “…subsume Nietzsche’s cosmological perspective under his own 
conception of Existenz” in his interpretation of the eternal return results in an interpretation 
that goes “astray.” (Howey 1973: 90). Admittedly, exploring the idea that Heidegger may have 
elected to discuss the ideas of only these two thinkers for very specific reasons may shed light 
on Heidegger’s own (political) agenda, but it does not diminish my claim that the discussion 
provides a skewed view by ignoring other positions taken on Nietzsche’s return at the time, i.e. 
juxtaposing only these two (unsatisfactory) positions with his own position allows Heidegger’s 
position to appear more convincing than it really is.
115 Heidegger does admit that in thinking through Nietzsche’s philosophy on the basis of these two 
statements, he is “…advance[ing] (gehen wir über) beyond the basic positions of Nietzsche…” 
(NI: 33: WPA: 25). I return to discussing the implications of such an “advancing” in the last section 
of this chapter where I discuss some of the problems inherent in Heidegger’s construction of the 
Seinsgeschichte.
116 “Daβ alles wiederkehrt, ist die extremste Annäherung einer Welt des Werdens an die des Seins: 
Gipfel der Betrachtung” (NL 7 [54] KSA 12.312).
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The problem with Heidegger’s use of the third line of the sketch is that he ignores Nietzsche’s 
use of the word “approximation” (Annäherung).117 Nietzsche is not stating that Becoming 
is Being in the thought of the return, as Heidegger seems to be suggesting, but rather only 
that in thinking the recurrence, the world of Becoming most closely approximates the world 
of Being. A possible explanation of what Nietzsche could mean with this statement does, 
I think, become clearer if we consider Nietzsche’s conception of the return as “Moment” 
(Augenblick), something that Heidegger also does in his second lecture course on Nietzsche, 
presented in 1937.
As is noted by Krell (ERS: v), this second lecture course was originally entitled Nietzsches 
metaphysische Grundstellung im abendländischen Denken (Nietzsche’s Fundamental 
Metaphysical Position in Western Thought), but the 1961 Neske edition bears the altered 
title Die ewige Wiederkehr des Gleichen (The Eternal Return of the Same). From this, Krell 
(ibid.) rightly, I think, concludes that the two titles “…express Heidegger’s thesis that the 
thought of eternal return of the same constitutes Nietzsche’s fundamental metaphysical 
position in Western thought.”
Heidegger initiates his discussion in this second lecture course by claiming that the doctrine 
of the eternal return of the same is the fundamental doctrine in Nietzsche’s philosophy: 
“Bereft of this teaching as its ground, Nietzsche’s philosophy is like a tree without roots” 
(NI: 256; ERS: 6).118 Heidegger’s view is that the doctrine of the eternal return of the same 
contains an assertion “…concerning beings as a whole” (ibid.) and that, as such, it confronts 
the assumptions concerning beings as a whole embedded in the Platonic and Christian 
doctrines (ibid.). After an extended consideration of the genesis and first communication of 
the eternal return, Heidegger engages in a detailed consideration of the eternal return as it 
appears in Zarathustra. 
What is essential for my purposes here is that at the end of his “survey” of the “content” 
of the thought of the return (which includes selections from both the published and 
unpublished works) Heidegger asserts that there are two conditions to approaching the 
thought of eternal return in what he deems the correct way (NI: 446; ERS: 182): Firstly, he 
117 This has been pointed out by a number of other commentators. See Howey (1973: 91) and 
Miklowitz (1998: 181, note 36), for examples of discussions of this issue. 
118 “Ohne diese Lehre als Grund ist Nietzsches Philosophie wie ein Baum ohne die Wurzel.” 
Although I do not discuss this point in any detail, it is far from obvious that the return is the 
dominant thought in Nietzsche’s thinking, as Heidegger suggests. In the published writings, the 
doctrine is directly referred to only in Die fröhliche Wissenschaft; and in the well-known passage 
in Also sprach Zarathustra. It is then alluded to in aphorism 56 of Jenseits von Gut und Böse. It 
is also mentioned in Götzen-Dämmerung, as well as in two instances in Ecce Homo. From these 
very few mentions in the published works, it is questionable as to whether Heidegger and others 
are justified in assigning such overwhelming importance to the doctrine.
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states that one must think the thought of the return in terms of the “Moment;” 119 and 
secondly, that one must think the thought “…as the overcoming of nihilism” (ibid.).
Heidegger considers Nietzsche’s account in Zarathustra of the shepherd with a snake that 
had “bit fast” into his mouth and so “incorporated” itself in him to explain what he means 
by the second condition – thinking the eternal return as an overcoming of nihilism (NI: 442; 
ERS: 179). In Heidegger’s reading, the burden of the thought of the return cannot be known 
until one experiences the “disgust” of nihilism – that disgust the shepherd experiences 
whilst having the head of the snake filling his mouth.120 Zarathustra commands the 
shepherd to bite the snake’s head off in order to free himself, which the shepherd does. The 
shepherd then laughs - freed from the disgust of nihilism and transformed into someone 
who thinks the thought of the return. The implication for Heidegger is that “…nihilism 
cannot be overcome from the “outside” nor by “…tearing away at it or shoving it aside” (NI: 
442; ERS: 179), and that “each of us” must bite into the matter of nihilism ourselves – the 
task cannot be left to another (NI: 443, ERS: 180).
119 I translate “der Augenblick” as the “Moment,” despite the fact that such a rendering fails to 
capture any of the rich visual associations the German word connotes. “Blink of an eye” or 
“moment of vision” are perhaps better alternatives, but these phrases fit uncomfortably into a 
text written in English, and so I refrain from their usage.
120 My aim at this juncture is not to engage in a detailed discussion of the Nietzschean and 
Heideggerian conceptions of nihilism, but rather to focus on their conceptions of the “Moment.” 
It is, however, appropriate to already point out that, for Heidegger, nihilism is specifically the 
result of our failure to think the nothing. As Krell (WPA xviii-xix) explains, thinking the nothing 
means, for Heidegger, a “…thoughtful confrontation with the nihil in our mortal human 
existence, as well as in the history of the oblivion of Being and the abandonment by Being.” 
Heidegger’s understanding of nihilism is certainly complex, since he distinguishes between at 
least five types of nihilism: nihilism proper, classical nihilism, the essence of nihilism, ecstatic 
nihilism and incomplete nihilism (Catanu 2010: 21). As Schrift (1990: 57) argues, Nietzsche’s 
conception of nihilism can, on the other hand, be best explained in terms of what Jacques 
Derrida has concluded from his investigation of the term pharmakon (Derrida 1981). Derrida 
highlights the ambiguity in the meaning of the word by showing that it can act as both a remedy 
and a poison. Nietzsche characterises nihilism as a pharmakon in the sense that, in the form 
of Platonism and Christianity, nihilism is a poison. However, nihilism can also act as a remedy 
because as the denial of a “truthful world” it could be, as Nietzsche says, “…a god-like way of 
thinking” (NL 9 [41] KSA 12.354). This explanation fits well with Nietzsche’s distinction between 
active and passive nihilism that is discussed in Chapter 3 of the current work. As has already 
been pointed out, Heidegger thinks that Nietzsche’s account of nihilism is incomplete since, 
from Heidegger’s point of view, the history of nihilism is in fact the history of metaphysics. In 
Heidegger’s reading, Nietzsche is the greatest critic of metaphysics and also its “last” practitioner, 
since he remains for Heidegger, ensnared in the tradition of Western metaphysics. Consult 
Conway (1992) for a detailed discussion of the contrast between Heidegger and Nietzsche 
on the origins and nature of nihilism. I provide a more detailed examination of Nietzsche’s 
conception of nihilism in Chapter 3.
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Heidegger claims that thinking the thought of the return in this way – as the overcoming of 
nihilism – constitutes one of the conditions of thinking Nietzsche’s thought in the right way. 
But, the second condition – thinking the thought in terms of the “Moment” – “coheres” 
with the first condition, and, as such, they really constitute a single condition in his view (NI: 
446; ERS: 182). How? For Heidegger, the bite that severs the head of the snake, is the decisive 
“Moment” that interrupts nihilism. What does this mean?
To think the thought of the return in terms of the “Moment” means for Heidegger that 
“[w]e transpose ourselves to the temporality of independent action and decision, glancing 
ahead at what is assigned us as our task and back at what is given us as our endowment” 
(ibid.). To understand what Heidegger intends here, one has to look back to earlier in the 
lecture course, when he clarifies that, in his reading of Nietzsche, the “Moment” is when 
future and past “…‘affront one another,’ in which future and past are decisively accomplished 
and consummated by man himself, inasmuch as man occupies the site of their collision and 
is himself that collision” (NI: 356-7; ERS: 98, emphasis CFB). This claim is made in the context 
of Heidegger’s discussion concerning his “suspicion” that a humanizing tendency is hidden 
in the thought of the eternal return, i.e. that even in thinking Nietzsche’s most burdensome 
thought, human being remains “… cornered in the blind alley of [her] own humanity” (N1: 
358; ERS: 99).
Heidegger’s own understanding of the “Moment” is first articulated as part of his 
phenomenological analysis of Dasein in Sein und Zeit. As is familiar, in Sein und Zeit, the 
question of Being is approached by means of a questioning of Dasein’s temporality. 
Heidegger here posits that Dasein’s understanding of Being is given in and through time in 
the form of the “Moment.” In what I contend could be read as a very approving allusion to 
Nietzsche’s return and its characterisation as “Moment”121 Heidegger says that “[a]uthentic 
historicity understands history as the ‘recurrence’ of what is possible and knows that a 
possibility recurs only when existence is open for it fatefully, in the Moment, in resolute 
retrieve”122 (SZ: 391-2; BaT: 358). How can this be understood?
The “Moment” forms part of Heidegger’s attempt in Division 2 of Sein und Zeit to express 
Dasein’s authentic relationship to time and history, which he opposes to the inauthentic 
121 What is interesting here is that, in Die Grundbegriffe der Metaphysik: Welt, Endlichkeit, Einsamkeit 
(Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics: World, Finitude, Solitude) Heidegger in fact credits 
Kierkegaard (and not Nietzsche) for suggesting his conception of the “Moment.” Great import 
is given to the concept since Heidegger claims here that it could allow for the possibility of a 
new epoch in philosophy. He says: “Was wir hier mit Augenblick bezeichnen, ist dasjenige, was 
Kierkegaard zum erstenmal in der Philosophie wirklich begriffen hat – ein Begreifen, mit dem 
seit der Antike die Möglichkeit einer vollkommen neuen Epoche der Philosophie beginnt.” (GA 
29/30: 225)
122 “Die eigentliche Geschichtlichkeit versteht die Geschichte als die ‘Wiederkehr’ des Möglichen 
und weiβ darum, daβ die Möglichkeit nur wiederkehrt, wenn die Existenz schicksalhaft-
augenblicklich für sie in der entschlossenen Wiederholung offen ist.”
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or vulgar. In developing his phenomenology of these differing ways of Dasein’s being in 
time, Heidegger notes that “[u]nderstood formally, every present makes present, but not 
every present is ‘in the moment’” (SZ: 338; BaT: 311). Although Heidegger does not make 
a detailed enquiry into the nature of presence in Sein und Zeit, his interest in presence is 
already articulated in the introductory sections of Sein und Zeit, where he claims that ever 
since ancient ontology, beings have been “…grasped in their Being in terms of presence,” 
i.e. they have been understood “…according to a definite mode of time – the Present” (SZ: 
25; BaT: 22). The assertion that, in the history of Western thinking, the Being of beings 
has been determined according to one mode of time – the present – is what Heidegger 
continues to develop in his post- Sein und Zeit writings, and so a brief digression is required 
to understand the meaning of his claim that not every present is “in the moment.”
Heidegger’s discussion of the example of the observation of a mountain range (GA 8: 240; 
WCT: 236) in Was heisst Denken? (What is called Thinking?) is particularly illuminating in 
this regard. He claims that when we observe a mountain range, the range is present - it 
lies before us as unconcealed. Yet, that the mountain is unconcealed – present - can only 
be possible as part of a larger context of unconcealment, i.e., the landscape in which the 
mountain appears (ibid.). So, the presence of particular things can, for Heidegger, only 
occur in the open space of a more original unconcealedness of beings-as-a-whole. It is 
this aspect of presence that Heidegger believes has been neglected by the metaphysical 
tradition. Joanna Hodge deftly describes Heidegger’s understanding of metaphysics in this 
context thus:
Metaphysical construction, by attempting to create a present as that in which all relations 
are contained, turns that present into a completed past. This present as completed past 
constructed by metaphysics is always closed off and not given in the here and now; and it 
does not open up into a future. In metaphysical construction the here and now is reified as 
an eternal unchanging present, thus erasing the difference between the two kinds of present 
and erasing both future and past. Metaphysical construction erases the difference between 
presence or perdurance, ständige Anwesenheit, and the present as a moment in the flux of 
time; it sets up that perdurance as capable of defying the erosions of time and the effects of 
the transition from moment to moment. (Hodge 1995: 12)
Heidegger’s point in distinguishing between two kinds of present is that Being is not to 
be understood as simply given. As he explores in his Einführung in die Metaphysik, Being 
itself can only come to presence on the basis of its inextricable relation to what he calls the 
Nothing (das Nichts).123 To better understand this point, it is necessary to briefly consider 
Heidegger’s treatment of the Nothing in more detail.124
123 I choose to translate das Nichts as the Nothing. This translation may have the unintended 
consequence of giving the false impression that the Nothing is a thing – something that 
Heidegger denies. It is, however, in my view, the least problematic amongst the other options 
open to translators. It must also be noted at this point that it is beyond the scope of the current 
work to critically examine this theme in any detail. The theme has attracted much critical 
attention in the secondary literature, however, with the most well-known of these contributions 
being Rudolph Carnap’s (1932) Überwindung der Metaphysik durch logische Analyse der Sprache.
124 The discussion to follow does not pretend to be a complete treatment of the theme as it occurs 
in Heidegger’s thinking, but only serves as an elucidation to better understand Heidegger’s 
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Heideger’s characterisation of the Nothing is developed throughout his work. In Sein und 
Zeit his treatment of the Nothing is not developed as a central issue, but it does appear in 
conjunction with his understanding of Dasein. There, for example, Heidegger states that 
the Nothing functions as that in the face of which we experience angst (SZ: 266; BaT: 245), 
and so is closely related to his characterisation of authenticity and inauthenticity. In Was ist 
Metaphysik?, however, the theme receives extensive attention with Heidegger building upon 
his portrayal in Sein und Zeit. He asks “Does such an attunement, in which human being is 
brought before the Nothing itself, occur in human Dasein? It can and does occur, although 
rarely enough and only for a moment, in the fundamental mood of Angst.” (GA 9: 8; WM: 
88, modified by CFB).125 So here he again claims that for Dasein, anxiety “makes manifest 
the Nothing” (ibid.). Indeed, Heidegger asserts that “Dasein” literally means “being held out 
into the nothing.” (GA 9: 12; WM: 91). The Nothing “puts us, the questioners” into question 
(GA 9: 18; WM: 96). In addition to linking the Nothing to Dasein, however, Heidegger also 
develops his contention regarding the linkage between Being and the Nothing. He specifies 
that the Nothing does not simply denote negation or negativity because it is, for him, “…
more originary than the ‘not’ and negation.” (GA 9: 6; WM: 86). In his view:
Das Nichts ist weder ein Gegenstand noch überhaupt ein Seiendes. Das Nichts kommt weder 
für sich vor noch neben dem Seienden, dem es sich gleichsam anhängt. Das Nichts ist die 
Ermöglichung der Offenbarkeit des Seienden als eines sochen für das menschliche Dasein. 
Das Nichts gibt nicht erst den Gegenbegriff zum Seienden her, sondern gehört ursprünglich 
zum Wesen selbst. Im Sein des Seienden geschieht das Nichten des Nichts. (GA 9: 12)
The nothing is neither an object nor any being at all. The nothing comes forward neither for 
itself nor next to beings, to which it would, as it were, adhere. For human Dasein, the nothing 
makes possible the manifestness of beings as such. The nothing does not merely serve as the 
counterconcept of beings; rather, it originally belongs to their essential unfolding as such. In 
the being of beings the nihilation of the nothing occurs. (WM: 91).
So, instead of being the conceptual opposite of beings, the Nothing is rather an integral 
part of their very “unfolding” as beings. From this we can infer that Heidegger takes the 
Nothing to be equivalent to Being.126
In the Beiträge zur Philosophie, Heidegger again takes up the theme. He explains that 
traditional Western thinking has generally characterised the Nothing as negativity (GA 65: 
266; CP: 187 [145]).127 In his view, however, this view is mistaken since the Nothing is “…
conception of the Moment as it relates to time and the present as a moment in time. See May 
(1996) for a more detailed exposition.
125 “Geschieht im Dasein des Menschen ein solches Gestimmtsein, in dem er vor das Nichts selbst 
gebracht wird? Dieses Geschehen ist möglich und auch wirklich — wenngleich selten genug — 
nur für Augenblicke in der Grundstimmung der Angst.”
126 In fact, Heidegger makes this claim directly. See GA 5: 17; WM: 94.
127 “Dementsprechend wird das Nichts immer als das Nichtseiende gefaßt und somit als 
Negativum.”
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neither negative nor is it a “goal”, rather, it is the innermost trembling of Being itself and 
thus more real than any ontic being.” (GA 65: 266; CP: 188 [145], modified by CFB).128 So 
Heidegger here repeats his contention that the Nothing is not a thing, nor a denial (a 
not), but rather that it is a “nihilating” force that is inextricably intertwined in the ongoing 
happening of Being.
It is in his exploration of the Nothing that Heidegger’s claim that philosophy has forgotten 
the question of Being can be better understood. For him, Being is never transparently 
present, but rather, present only in relation to an absence of both the “no longer” and the 
“not yet” – the past and the future. It is also in this context that Heidegger’s claim that not 
every present is in the “Moment” can be understood, and it is this idea that forms the basis 
of his distinction between the vulgar and authentic concepts of time.
Even though Heidegger admits that “[t]he vulgar characterisation of time” has its “natural 
justification,”129 this view of time “…as an endless, irreversible succession of nows passing 
away, arises from the temporality of falling Da-sein” (SZ: 426; BaT: 390, modified by CFB).130 
Seeing time as a succession of “constantly ‘objectively present’ nows that pass away and 
arrive at the same time” (SZ: 422; BaT: 386) means for Heidegger that time is, from this 
perspective, perceived as “infinite” (SZ: 424; BaT: 388) and so is completely emptied of 
meaning.
In contrast to this vulgar, inauthentic conception of time, Heidegger claims that the 
“Moment” takes place only in authentic resoluteness131 (SZ: 338; BaT: 311). The “Moment” 
is when Dasein authentically relates to the possibilities open to her in her historical 
temporality, i.e. open to her capacity for disclosiveness. He says:
‘Im Augenblick’ kann nichts vorkommen, sondern als eigentliche Gegen-wart läβt er erst 
begegnen, was als Zuhandenes oder Vorhandenes ‘in einer Zeit’ sein kann.
128 “Das Nichts ist weder negativ, noch ist es “Ziel”, sondern die wesentliche Erzitterung des Seyns 
selbst und deshalb seiender als jegliches Seiende.”
129 In fact, Heidegger specifically points out that “Dasein can ‘suffer’ dully from everydayness, sink 
into its dullness, and evade it by looking for new ways in which its dispersion in its affairs may be 
further dispersed. But existence can also master the everyday in the Moment, often only ‘for the 
moment,’ but it can never extinguish it. (SZ: 371; BaT: 339)
130 “Die vulgäre Charakteristik der Zeit als einer endlosen, vergehenden, nichtumkehrbaren 
Jetztfolge entspringt der Zeitlichkeit des verfallenden Daseins.”
131 It must be noted that Heidegger intends “resoluteness” to be understood in a very specific 
manner. He says that “…the resoluteness which is thought in Being and Time is not the decisive 
action of a subject, but rather human being’s opening up from out of its captivity by beings into 
the openness of Being.” (GA 5: 55; OWA: 41). However, Heidegger does admit that the project 
of human being attempting to understand her own essence, can in some sense, be read as a 
latent humanising, and so expends considerable energy in his post-Sein und Zeit works to dispel 
this interpretation. It could be then that what I have interpreted as an approving reference to 
Nietzsche’s conception of “Moment” and eternal return in Sein und Zeit and the subsequent 
change in focus that is exhibited in the Nietzsche lectures is a reflection of Heidegger’s own 
struggle with anthropomorphism and subjectivism, with Nietzsche’s texts acting as catalyst. 
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‘In the Moment’ nothing can happen, but as an authentic present it lets us encounter for 
the first time what can be ‘in time’ as something ready-to-hand or present-at-hand. (ibid; 
emphasis CFB)
It is against this background that the previously stated quote that I claimed could be seen 
as making a veiled reference to Nietzsche can now be better understood: when Dasein is 
authentic, Heidegger believes that history can be understood as the “recurrence” of the 
possible. And a possibility will recur only if existence is open for Dasein in the “Moment” - 
in what Heidegger calls resolute retrieve (SZ: 391–92; BaT: 358). This retrieve of the possible 
that is the “Moment” does not “…abandon itself to the past, nor does it aim at progress. 
In the Moment, authentic existence is indifferent to both these alternatives. (SZ: 386; BaT: 
353).
But the connection in Sein und Zeit of an authentic conception of time as “Moment” with 
the approving (and admittedly oblique) reference to the Nietzschean view of “Moment” 
as eternal return is not maintained in the second volume of the Nietzsche-lectures. We see 
in the later lectures that the eternal return is now read as if it arrests becoming. Heidegger 
maintains in Nietzsches Metaphysik, for example, that:
Die ewige Wiederkunft des Gleichen ist die Weise des Anwesens des Unbeständigen (des 
Werdenden) als solchen, dies aber in der höchsten Beständigung (im Kreisen), mit der 
einzigen Bestimmung, die stete Möglichkeit des Machtens zu sichern. [...] Weil die ewige 
Wiederkunft des Gleichen das Seiende im Ganzen auszeichnet, ist sie ein mit dem Willen zur 
Macht in eins gehöriger Grundkarakter des Seins, obzwar “ewige Wiederkehr” ein “Werden” 
nennt. Das Gleiche, das widerkehrt, hat je nur verhältnismäβigen Bestand und ist daher das 
wesenhaft Bestandlose. Seine Wiederkehr aber bedeutet das immer wieder in den Bestand 
bringen, d.h. Beständigung. Die ewige Wiederkehr ist die beständigste Beständigung des 
Bestandlosen. (NII: 286-7)
Eternal return of the same is the way in which the impermanent (that which becomes) as 
such comes to presence; it comes to presence in the highest form of permanence (in circling), 
with the sole determination of securing its possibility to be empowered. […] Because 
eternal return of the same distinguishes beings as a whole it is a fundamental character of 
Being, belonging as one with will to power, even though “eternal recurrence” designates a 
“Becoming.” The same that recurs has only relative stability and is therefore essentially 
unstable. Its recurrence, however, signifies a continual bringing back into stability, that is, 
a permanentising. Eternal recurrence is the most constant permanentising of the unstable. 
(WPK: 212)
Heidegger’s contention is that, since the beginning of Western metaphysics, Being has 
been understood as the permanence of presencing, and that Nietzsche’s concept of the 
eternal recurrence of the same expresses this same thought, i.e. that Nietzsche thinks of 
time as permanent presence. He explains that the “will to power” expresses what a being 
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as such is, and that the “Eternal return of the same” designates how being is as a whole 
(ibid.). For Heidegger, the “how” and the “what” are inextricably linked, since every being, 
at every moment (Augenblick), obtains the character of its “that’” from its “how” (ibid.). 
Even though the eternal return of the same designates a “Becoming,” its recurrence 
signifies, for Heidegger, a “…continual bringing back into stability.” (ibid.) It is from this that 
Heidegger can conclude that the eternal return is the “…most constant permanentising of 
the unstable” and that Nietzsche’s conception thereof expresses thereby the same “essence 
of Being” that has been expressed since the beginning of Western metaphysics (ibid.). The 
question now is whether this kind of reading is sustainable.
Heidegger is certainly justified in interpreting the return in terms of the “Moment,” since 
this finds support in Nietzsche’s published writings. The most obvious passage, and one 
which Heidegger also interprets, occurs in Vom Gesicht und Räthsel (On the Vision and the 
Riddle) in Zarathustra, where Zarathustra says to the dwarf: 
Siehe diesen Thorweg! Zwerg! [...] der hat zwei Gesichter. Zwei Wege kommen hier zusammen: 
die gieng noch Niemand zu Ende. Diese lange Gasse zurück: die währt eine Ewigkeit. Und 
jene lange Gasse hinaus – das ist eine andre Ewigkeit. Sie widersprechen sich, diese Wege; sie 
stossen sich gerade vor den Kopf: - und hier, an diesem Thorwege, ist es, wo sie zusammen 
kommen. Der Name des Thorwegs steht oben geschrieben: “Augenblick”
See this gateway, dwarf! […] It has two faces. Two paths come together here; no one has yet 
walked them to the end. This long lane back: it lasts an eternity. And that long lane outward: 
that is another eternity. They contradict each other, these paths; they blatantly offend each 
other — and here at this gateway is where they come together. The name of the gateway is 
inscribed at the top: ‘Moment.’ (Z/Z III“ Vom Gesicht und Räthsel” “On the Vision and the 
Riddle” 2 KSA 4.199-200)
Nietzsche’s image of the “Moment” as a gateway where two paths come together can also 
be identified in his announcement of the “heaviest weight” in Die fröhliche Wissenschaft 
341.132 Here, however, the two paths that “blatantly offend” each other are not explicitly 
named as paths as they are in the metaphorical language of Zarathustra, but rather “paths” 
presented as a choice between alternatives to the words of the demon - paths that are both 
united and separated by the “or” in the aphorism.133 Although the presentation of the return 
132 The connection between past and future in the “Moment” also becomes evident in what 
is oftentimes read as a precursor to the statement of the eternal return in GS 341: “The most 
dangerous point of view - What I do or do not do Now is as important for everything that is 
yet to come as is the greatest event of the past: in this tremendous perspective of effectiveness 
all actions appear equally great and small.” (FW/GS 233 KSA 3.512). Again, Nietzsche is here 
indicating that the now – the moment - is a linkage between both past and future.
133 Schopenhauer compares time to “…an endlessly spinning circle: the half that is always sinking 
would be the past; the half that is always rising would be the future; but on top, the indivisible 
point that touches the tangent would be the extensionless present” (Schopenhauer 2010: 279), 
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as a kind of “between” is significantly more understated in this instance as compared to the 
presentation in Zarathustra, the conception of the “Moment” as a “between” certainly lies 
latent in Nietzsche’s contrast of the two responses to the whisperings of the demon: dismay 
at the prospect of reliving the same existence in its entirety again and again, or joy at this 
“tremendous moment” of affirmation” (FW/GS 341 KSA 3.570).
A third published gesture towards the return is found in aphorism 56 of Jenseits von Gut 
und Böse. Although Nietzsche does not specifically mention the return here, in the run-on 
sentence that forms the aphorism, Nietzsche again sets up the contrast between the world-
affirming individual and those individuals who would regard the thought with pessimism. 
The ideal world-affirmer is here that high-spirited human being who wants to have what 
was and is repeated into all eternity - the one who is able to shout “da capo” (“From the 
top!”) in the face of the prospect of return (JGB/BGE 56 KSA 5.75). What is interesting 
here is that Nietzsche’s world-affirmer shouts da capo in three successive moments: firstly, 
Nietzsche intimates that the world-affirmer affirms herself, presumably meaning her own 
life, as it was and is (ibid.). Secondly, the world-affirmer says yes, not only to herself, but also 
to “the whole drama, the whole spectacle” (ibid.). Thirdly, not only is the whole spectacle 
affirmed, but the one who “needs” this spectacle must also be affirmed (ibid.). Although 
the “Moment” is not explicitly named in this aphorism, it again functions as the implicit 
“or” between the two paths open to the individual faced with the thought of the return, 
here not only once, but rather in three different forms.
What then does the “Moment” imply for the Nietzschean conception of the return, and is 
Heidegger correct in suggesting that it carries with it the implication of a reification in the 
sense in that Becoming is static Being in the Nietzschean “Moment”? Providing an answer 
to this question is complicated by the fact that, especially in his discussion of time and the 
“Moment” as it is presented in Zarathustra, Heidegger blurs the lines between exegesis of 
the Nietzschean texts and the presentation of his own ideas. As such, a reconsideration 
of the rest of the passage previously quoted from Zarathustra is required. Nietzsche there 
claims that “…all things [are] firmly knotted together in such a way that this moment 
draws after it all things to come” (Z/Z III“Vom Gesicht und Räthsel” “On the Vision and 
the Riddle” 2 KSA 4.200).134 From this, it seems that Nietzsche is suggesting that the whole 
a comparison that could be read as an influence on Nietzsche’s characterization of the eternal 
return as “Moment.” Such a discussion is, however, beyond the scope of the present work. 
Higgins (1998) provides an excellent discussion of Schopenhauer’s influence on Nietzsche in 
this regard, although she does not there develop a critical stance on what she calls Nietzsche’s 
“present-focused alternative model of cyclical time” (Higgins 1998: 170) and Heidegger’s reading 
thereof that she merely quotes, but does not discuss.
134 This reference to a “knot of causes” also appears in Also sprach Zarathustra where the animals 
tell Zarathustra that “The soul is as mortal as the body. But the knot of causes in which I am 
entangled recurs and will create me again. I myself belong to the causes of the eternal recurrence. 
I come again, with this sun, with this earth, with this eagle, with this serpent—not to a new life 
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of existence exists in every moment, i.e. that everything is entangled. If just one moment is 
affirmed, the whole of existence is necessarily also affirmed - a thought that Nietzsche also 
directly expresses in his notebooks:
[...] Gesetzt, wir sagen Ja zu einem einzigen Augenblick, so haben wir damit nicht nur zu 
uns selbst, sondern zu allem Dasein Ja gesagt. Denn es steht nichts für sich, weder in uns 
selbst, noch in den Dingen: und wenn nur ein einziges Mal unsre Seele wie eine Saite vor 
Glück gezittert und getönt hat, so waren alle Ewigkeiten nöthig, um dies Eine Geschehen 
zu bedingen – und alle Ewigkeit war in diesem einzigen Augenblick unseres Jasagens 
gutgeheiβen, erlöst, gerechtfertigt und bejaht.
[…] If we affirm one single moment, we thus affirm not only ourselves but all existence. For 
nothing is self-sufficient, neither in us ourselves nor in things; and if our soul has trembled 
with happiness and sounded like a harp string just once, all eternity was needed to produce 
this one event – and in this single moment of affirmation all eternity was called good, 
redeemed, justified, and affirmed (NL 7 [38] KSA 12.307-308, WP 1032)
So it seems as if Nietzsche is saying that the whole of becoming is implicated in a single 
moment, and so implying that, as such, time is a relation amongst events. But does this 
entail that the “Moment” that is affirmed is a reification of becoming into Being, as 
Heidegger claims? In an unpublished note, Nietzsche lists the errors of humankind from 
the most unsophisticated to the most subtle, and it is the “Moment” that he regards as that 
most subtle of errors. He says:
Die Gattung ist der gröbere Irrthum, das individuum der feinere Irrthum, es kommt später. 
Es kämpft für seine Existenz, für seinen neuen Geschmack, für seine relativ einzige Stellung zu 
allen Dingen – es hält diese für besser als den Allgemeingeschmack und verachtet ihn. Es wil 
herrschen. Aber da entdeckt es, daβ es selber etwas Wandelndes ist und einen wechselden 
Geschmack hat, mit seiner Feinheit geräth es hinter das Geheimniβ, das es kein Individuum 
giebt, daβ im kleinsten Augenblick es etwas Anderes ist als im nächsten und daβ seine 
Existenzbedingungen die einer Unzahl Individuen sind: der unendlich kleine Augenblick ist 
die höhere Realität und Wahrheit, ein Blitzbild aus dem ewigen Flusse. So lernt es: wie alle 
genieβend Erkenntniβ auf dem groben Irrthum der Gattung, den feineren Irrthümern des 
Individuums, und dem feinsten Irrthum des schöpferischen Augenblicks beruht. 
The species is the cruder error, the individual the more refined error, it comes later. The 
individual struggles for its existence, for its new taste, for its relatively unique position 
amongst all things - it considers these as better than universal taste and despises it. It wants 
to rule. But then it discovers that it itself is changing and has a taste that changes, with its 
subtlety it sees into the secret that there is no individual, that in the smallest Moment it is 
different from what it is in the next and that its conditions of existence are those of countless 
or a better life or a similar life: I come back eternally to this same, selfsame life…” (Z/Z III “Der 
Genesende” “The Convalescent” 2, KSA 4.276, modified by CFB)
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individuals: the unending small Moment is the higher reality and truth, a lightning image out 
of the eternal flow. So it learns: how all pleasure-taking knowledge is based upon the crude 
error of the species, the subtler error of the individual and the subtlest error of the creative 
Moment (NL 11 [156] KSA 9.501-502, translation CFB).
From this it seems that the “Moment” is not meant to imply a reification of becoming 
into Being, but rather only that, in thinking the recurrence, the world of Becoming most 
closely approximates the world of Being in the sense of being a “…lightning image out of the 
eternal flow.” To think that the lightning image in the Moment provides access to a stable, 
fixed, unchanging Being may be satisfying or pleasurable, but it remains, for Nietzsche, an 
error, albeit a “subtle” one. This rejection of a “Moment” of fixed Being in becoming is also 
expressed by Nietzsche in another note:
Hätte die Welt ein Ziel, so müβte es erreicht sein: gäbe es für sie einen (unbeabsichtigten) 
Endzustand, so müβte er ebenfalls erreicht sein. Wäre sie überhaupt eines Verharrens und 
Starrwerdens fähig, gäbe es in ihrem Verlaufe nur Einen Augenblick ‘Sein’ im strengen Sinn, so 
könnte es kein Werden mehr geben, also auch kein Denken, kein Beobachten eines Werdens.
Had the world a goal, it must have been reached: if there were some (unintended) end 
state for it, this must also have been reached. If it were in any way capable of a pause and 
a becoming fixed, if there were in its course just one moment of “being” in the strict sense, 
there could be no more becoming, so also no more thinking or observation of a becoming. 
(NL 11 [292] KSA 9.553, translation CFB)
This note is of particular importance since it highlights Nietzsche’s contention that 
postulating a “Moment” of Being as arresting becoming would mean that there could be no 
further becoming. As Chang deftly explains:
If, as Nietzsche says, with every now Being begins, then Being’s beginning ends with every 
now, with its ever-renewed and ever-renewable beginnings. And this can only mean that 
Being as such never comes…. (Chang 1999: 212-213)
Chang’s explanation is in, my view, correct in its assertion that Nietzsche’s conception of 
the return does not harbour with it the impression that the permanence of a static Being 
could be established in the “Moment.” Rather, the “Moment” remains a celebration of the 
impermanent – of becoming. If, as Alenka Zupancic puts it, Nietzsche’s “eternity” does not 
refer to the “…endless circling of time, but to those rare moments when this circularity 
appears […] in the encounter of two temporalities…” (Zupancic 2003: 21), this does not 
imply that these moments constitute an eternal present for Nietzsche.
Lastly, when Nietzsche refers to a “knot of causes” in the context of the return as was noted 
above, it could seem as if he is describing the traditional, mechanistic idea of causation 
– the idea that for every event there must be a cause, and that causes and events can be 
clearly delineated. Yet, as has been previously pointed out, Nietzsche rejects the traditional 
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conception of causality, seeing it as yet another error of our language. As he says, separating 
“the lightning” from its “flash” (GM/GM 13 KSA 5.279) is the mistake that human being 
commonly makes - the tendency to split away an effect from its cause. If this is right, then 
since Nietzsche argues that the traditional concept of a chain of causation is mistaken, his 
reference to all things being “firmly knotted together” so that a particular moment draws 
with it all things to come should not be read as suggesting causal entanglement in the 
traditional sense.
This section has focused primarily on Heidegger’s understanding of Nietzsche’s conception 
of the “Moment” in selections from his Nietzsche-Buch lectures. I have pointed out that 
Heidegger’s own conception of the “Moment” as it is expressed in Sein und Zeit as linked 
to an authentic concept of time can be read as an approving, albeit oblique, reference to 
the Nietzschean conception of the return as “Moment.” I have then also shown, in broad 
strokes, how Heidegger’s reading of the return develops along distinctive lines in the 
Nietzsche-Buch lectures, again with a special focus upon his interpretation of the “Moment.” 
I have demonstrated that, for Heidegger, a permanentisation of presence is indicative of 
the traditional metaphysical concept of time, and, to the extent that Nietzsche conceives 
of time as presence and permanence, he remains, for Heidegger, firmly entrenched within 
that tradition. Heidegger unites the will to power and the eternal return by claiming that 
they both refer to the permanentisation of becoming. However, the previous section on the 
will to power has called such a conclusion into question, and the current section has done 
the same with respect to the eternal return. I have shown that, if we take into consideration 
Nietzsche’s other pronouncements on the “Moment,” the eternal return and becoming, 
it seems difficult to read these as implying the most constant permanentising of the 
unstable, as Heidegger suggests. Heidegger’s view is that Nietzsche forfeits his affirmation 
of becoming by invoking the eternal in the form of the “Moment,” i.e. that in the “Moment” 
we have an eternal present. However, as this section has attempted to show, Heidegger’s 
use of the “Recapitulation” aphorism to conclude that Nietzsche’s work is a meditation on 
Being, which is, in the end, the will to power as eternal recurrence, seems not to find the 
requisite support in Nietzsche’s conception of time and the “Moment.” 
As part of my discussion, I have also briefly indicated how Heidegger’s interpretation of 
the return changes over the course of his Nietzsche lectures. Specifically, Heidegger’s earlier 
lectures posit that the Nietzschean “Moment” is the site of the collision between past and 
future where what returns is decided. This view is later reversed, and in the later lectures, 
Nietzsche’s view on time is interpreted as a series of static moments that return eternally. 
On both readings, however, Nietzsche is interpreted as being firmly entrenched within the 
metaphysical tradition that Heidegger seeks to “de-strukt.”135 My reading in this section 
has additionally posited a link between Heidegger’s own understanding of the “Moment” 
135 As was previously mentioned, see Botha (2008) for my interpretation of Heidegger’s conception 
of “Destruktion” that he proposes in Sein und Zeit.
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as it appears in Sein und Zeit, and the reading he provides thereof in the early Nietzsche 
lectures. I now turn to Heidegger’s later interpretations of the return, in order to trace how 
his characterisation once again evolves.
Heidegger’s Later Interpretation
In this section, I consider the shift in focus that becomes evident when comparing 
Heidegger’s later interpretation of the doctrine of the eternal return with its earlier 
formulations in the Nietzsche-lectures. I again concentrate my effort on the same texts I 
consulted in the section on the will to power - Was heisst Denken? and Wer ist Nietzsches 
Zarathustra?.
In Was heisst Denken? Heidegger proceeds in a new direction as compared to the Nietzsche-
Buch interpretations with regards to the eternal return. In this text, Heidegger develops a 
critical conception of will in the context of Nietzsche’s understanding of revenge, something 
that he did not do in the Nietzsche lectures. Heidegger’s aim in this text is twofold: firstly, to 
show how the thought of the return relates to the Being of beings, and secondly, to show 
how the return conceives of Being as will. In completing his dual task, Heidegger begins 
with an examination of how the Being of beings was understood in German idealism, with a 
special focus on the ideas of Schelling.136 He quotes Schelling’s claim that:
Es gibt in der letzten und höchsten Instanz gar kein anderes Seyn als Wollen. Wollen ist 
Urseyn, und auf dieses allein (nämlich das Wollen) passen aIle Prädicate desselben (nämlich 
des Urseins): Grundlosigkeit, Ewigkeit, Unabhängigkeit von der Zeit, Selbstbejahung. Die 
ganze Philosophie strebt nur dahin, diesen höchsten Ausdruck zu finden (GA 8: 95)
In the final and highest instance there is no being other than willing. Willing is primal being 
and to it (namely willing) belongs all (namely primal being’s) predicates: being unconditioned, 
eternity, independence of time, self-affirmation. All philosophy strives only to find this 
highest expression (WCT: 90-1, modified by CFB)
Heidegger’s point in highlighting this statement by Schelling is to show that from the 
perspective of the “acme of German idealism,” “willing” does not mean a capacity of each 
human “soul,” but rather that it refers to the Being of beings as a whole (GA 8: 95; WCT: 91).
Heidegger now moves to link this idea to Nietzsche’s thinking of the return, and so-doing to 
address the second part of his task. His analysis is focused upon Nietzsche’s conception of 
the redemption of human being from the spirit of revenge, where the spirit of revenge is seen 
as the will’s “ill will” against time and its “it was.” After a discussion of the concepts of time 
and presence, Heidegger returns to the theme of the will and now links it to the question 
136 Heidegger devotes considerable time in a number of his texts and lectures to interpreting 
Schelling’s ideas. For a discussion of Heidegger’s various interpretations of Schelling, consult 
Davis (2007: 100-121).
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of deliverance from the spirit of revenge. He asks what would constitute deliverance from 
revenge, if revenge is thought of as that what shackles human being to a past she cannot 
change, and answers that:
Die Erlösung ist die Lösung von dem, was dem Widerwillen der Rache zuwider ist. Die 
Erlösung von der Rache ist nicht die Befreiung vom Willen überhaupt. In diesem FaIle führt 
die Erlösung als Aufhebung des Wollens, da der Wille das Sein ist, in das nichtige Nichts. Die 
Erlösung von der Rache ist die Befreiung vom Widrigen für den Willen, damit er gerade erst 
Wille sein kann. (GA 8: 107)
Deliverance is the detachment from what is revolting to the revulsion of revenge. Deliverance 
from revenge is not liberation from all will. For, since will is Being, deliverance as the 
annulment of willing would lead to nothingness. Deliverance from revenge is the will’s 
liberation from what is revolting to it, so that the will can at last be will. (WCT: 104)
Since “will is Being” in the reading Heidegger has just presented, the will is freed from what 
is repulsive in the “it was” when it wills the constant recurrence of every “it was” (ibid.). 
Using a bridge metaphor,137 and a veiled reference to the Schelling quote used earlier in the 
text, Heidegger can now characterise the will that is freed from revenge as a will that:
...geht auf das zu, was keinen Raum mehr läβt für die Rache als den Widerwillen gegen das 
nur Vergehende. Der Hinübergehende geht auf den Willen zu, der die ewige Wiederkehr des 
Gleichen will, auf den Willen, der als dieser Wille das Ursein alles Seienden ist. (GA 8: 109)
…goes where there is no more room for revenge as the revulsion against what merely passes 
away. He who goes across goes toward the will that wills the eternal recurrence of the same, 
toward the will which, being this will, is the primal being of all, beings. (WCT: 106)
Heidegger’s point is that the thought which “carries and determines” (GA 8: 110; WCT: 107) 
the inner movement of the work Also sprach Zarathustra – the eternal return – is the will 
which wills itself eternally, and, so doing is the supreme triumph of metaphysics.138 As such, 
137 Although I cannot discuss this in detail, it is interesting and important that the bridge metaphor 
appears in a number of places in the context of Heidegger’s reading of the return. It is, for 
example, used again in Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra? in connection with his discussion of the 
Übermensch as bridge.
138 Heidegger’s later interpretation of the return as it pertains to overcoming the spirit of revenge 
has been called into question by a number of commentators, including for example, Müller-
Lauter (1992/1993b: 147). Müller-Lauter examines Heidegger’s claim that Nietzsche himself 
falls captive to the spirit of revenge which he claims to overcome, by means of an analysis of 
the formula “Dionysus against the Crucified.” Even though Müller-Lauter admits that the 
meaning of this formula is ambiguous, Heidegger’s interpretation remains, in his view, an “…
inadequate simplification of a very complex ideational structure.” (ibid.). As has been previously 
mentioned, Müller-Lauter also devotes part of this paper to demonstrating the ambiguity of the 
Heideggerian reading of the return over the course of his writings, something that I also show in 
this chapter.
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Heidegger’s twofold task is accomplished, and the point of his discussion is made – that 
with his thought of the eternal return, “…Nietzsche thinks what Schelling speaks of when 
he tells us that all philosophy strives to find the highest expression for primal being as the 
will.” (GA 8: 112; WCT: 109).
The reading presented here is remarkable for two main reasons. Firstly, there is a shift in 
emphasis towards an interrogation of Nietzsche’s conception of revenge in terms of willing, 
something that was not attempted in the Nietzsche-Buch lectures. Secondly, there is also 
what I read as an implicit acknowledgement that the previous interpretation of the return 
in the Nietzsche-Buch lectures was, perhaps, untenable. Why? After completing the analysis 
just described, Heidegger quotes Nietzsche’s claim that was interpreted as evidence for 
Nietzsche’s metaphysical position in the Nietzsche-Buch lectures: “That everything recurs is 
the closest approximation of a world of Becoming to one of Being: peak of the meditation.” 
(GA 8: 111; WCT: 108). Yet, here Heidegger does not engage in any discussion of the line, 
but merely notes that this “peak” of Nietzsche’s thinking remains “wrapped in thick clouds” 
(ibid.). From this it seems reasonable to conclude that Heidegger no longer considers his 
interpretation of this line to be as strong as he previously believed.
In many ways, Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra? provides a reiteration of many of the 
arguments appearing in Was heisst Denken?, albeit in abbreviated form. When considering 
the eternal return, Heidegger’s focus in this text remains, as it was in Was heisst Denken?, 
the theme of redemption from revenge. He presents his position in hypothetical form: 
“If Nietzsche understands revenge as the spirit that defines and sets the tone for man’s 
relationship with Being, then he is from the outset thinking revenge metaphysically” (GA 7: 
111; ERS: 221). To affirm this hypothesis, Heidegger again draws upon the same argument 
regarding the connection between Schelling and Nietzsche in terms of the willing and Being 
that he made in Was heisst Denken?.
However, in Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra?, Heidegger also completes a discussion of “On 
the Great Longing” from Zarathustra, something that he does not do in Was heisst Denken?. 
He claims that all three words used by Zarathustra - “Today,” “One Day,” and “Formerly” - 
are merged by Zarathustra into one - into a “…single present, an eternal now.” (GA 7: 108; 
ERS: 218). On this basis, Heidegger can repeat his contention that metaphysics names the 
permanent “Now” eternity, and that Nietzsche, too, conceives of the three phases of time 
from the standpoint of eternity as a permanent “Now” (ibid.).139 As such, it seems as if his 
reading here corresponds to his assessment of Nietzsche’s conception of time as remaining 
139 Alphonso Lingis is one of the many theorists who vigorously reject such an interpretation of the 
Nietzschean experience of eternity. Lingis argues that Nietzsche’s conception does not imply 
the endurance of a “…stagnant moment without past and without future, stretched out linearly 
without end, but an infinity in the present moment, an eternity in intensity—the “deep, deep 
eternity”” (Lingis 1997: 60).
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within the ambit of the Western metaphysical tradition as presented in the second volume 
of his Nietzsche-Buch lectures. However, if we read just a little further, Heidegger claims that: 
Aber die Stete beruht für ihn nicht in einem Stehen, sondern in einem Wiederkehren des 
Gleichen. Zarathustra ist, wenn er seine Seele jenes Sagen lehrt, der Lehrer der ewigen 
Wiederkunft des Gleichen. Sie ist die unerschöpfliche Fülle des freudig-schmerzlichen Lebens. 
(GA 7: 108)
But for him, the permanence does not consist in stasis, but in a recurrence of the same. When 
Zarathustra teaches his soul to say those words, he is the teacher of the eternal return of the 
same. Such return is the inexhaustible abundance of a life that is both joyous and agonising. 
(ERS 218-9, emphasis CFB)
Again it here seems to me that Heidegger is calling into question his conclusion in especially 
the second book of the Nietzsche lectures by acknowledging the idea that the recurrence of 
the same does not consist in a stasis. The note that Heidegger adds at the end of the lecture 
course adds to this impression. There he acknowledges that the thought of the eternal 
return remains a riddle. He rejects three possible routes to solve that riddle – thinking 
the return as a kind of mysticism, thinking that the return refers to the “cyclical notion of 
cosmic occurrence.” (GA 7: 124; ERS: 232) and also interpreting the return in a “mechanical” 
sense (GA 7: 124; ERS: 233). Then, at the end of the note, what I see as Heidegger’s 
ambivalence towards the notion of the return is expressed most clearly: although he insists 
that Nietzsche thought the thought of the return metaphysically, he admits that “…this 
most abysmal thought conceals something unthought, something which at the same time 
remains a sealed door to metaphysical thinking.” (ibid., emphasis CFB). With this statement, 
Heidegger is, I think, allowing for the ambiguity that emerged between his readings of the 
will to power also to come to the fore in his interpretation of the return.
The exposition I have provided demonstrates the unresolved tensions that become evident 
in Heidegger’s interpretation of this “key motif.” The early Nietzsche lectures evince an 
aspect of his interpretation that acknowledges that the return is something experienced 
by human being, and so deal with the problem of time, and the finitude of human 
experience. This reading can, as I have shown, be connected to Heidegger’s own thinking 
as it is exhibited in Sein und Zeit. At the end of the first volume of the Nietzsche lectures 
and throughout the second volume, Heidegger’s reading exhibits a shift in focus, where the 
Nietzschean “Moment” is no longer where past and future collide, and where what returns 
is decided. Rather, Nietzsche’s view on time is interpreted as a sequence of inert moments 
that return eternally. My exposition of the later texts has shown a third shift in focus, with 
Heidegger now concentrating his efforts on connecting the return to the theme of revenge, 
and characterising the return as the will that wills itself eternally. Although Heidegger does 
not retract his assertion that in thinking the return Nietzsche is thinking metaphysically, 
it is evident from my exploration of the later texts, that Heidegger does acknowledge that 
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there is an aspect of the return that remains closed off to metaphysics, with the “thick 
clouds” of Was heisst denken? becoming a “sealed door” in Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra?.
Another Reading
Understanding what Nietzsche intends by the eternal return is a particularly perplexing 
task that has attracted a number of differing interpretations. As I have shown, despite its 
evolving nature, Heidegger’s reading is ultimately one that systematises Nietzsche’s thought 
of the return into a metaphysics (in Heidegger’s particular sense of the word). The previous 
sections have cast doubt on the faithfulness of that systematisation to Nietzsche’s thinking, 
and so in this section, I venture some suggestions as to how the return can be understood 
otherwise than Heidegger.
The position I defend in this section is the view that Nietzsche first and foremost attempts 
to develop the concept of the return as a way to expose the inadequacies of what Manuel 
Dries has recently called the “staticist” worldview (Dries 2008: 2). Earlier in this chapter, in 
the section on Nietzsche’s understanding of Being and becoming, I showed that Nietzsche 
rejects interpreting reality in terms of static Being. It is this that constitutes Nietzsche’s 
rejection of “staticism.” Based upon my conclusions in that section, I postulate here that the 
eternal return can be fruitfully read as an integral part of Nietzsche’s experimental effort to 
continue his rejection of the concept of static Being. If we consider an unpublished note, 
Nietzsche’s rejection of staticism once again becomes clear. He says:
Der Mensch sucht “die Wahrheit”: eine Welt, die nicht sich widerspricht, nicht täuscht, nicht 
wechselt, eine wahre Welt – eine Welt, in der man nicht leidet: Widerspruch, Täuschung, 
Wechsel – Ursachen des Leidens! Er zweifelt nicht, daβ (es) eine Welt, wie sie sein soll, giebt; 
er möchte zu ihr sich den Weg suchen. (Indische Kritik: selbst das “Ich” als scheinbar, als 
nicht-real)
Woher nimmt hier der Mensch den Begriff der Realität? –
Warum leitet er gerade das Leiden von Wechsel, Täuschung, Widerspruch ab? Und warum 
nicht vielmehr sein Glück?... –
Die Verachtung, der Haβ gegen alles, was vergeht, wechselt, wandelt: – woher diese Werthung 
des Bleibenden?
Ersichtlich ist hier der Wille zur Wahrheit, bloβ das Verlangen in eine Welt des Bleibenden.
Die Sinne täuschen, die Vernunft corrigirt die Irrthümer: folglich, schloβ man, ist die 
Vernunft der Weg zu dem Belibenden: die unsinnlichsten Ideen müssen der “wahren Welt” 
am nächsten sein. – Von den Sinnen her kommen die meisten Unglücksschläge – sie sind 
Betrüger, Bethörer, Vernichter:
Das Glück kann nur im Seienden verbürgt sein: Wechsel und Glück schlieβen sich aus. Der 
höchste Wunsch hat demnach die Einswerdung mit dem Seienden im Auge. Das ist der 
sonderbare Weg zum höchsten Glück. 
In summa: die Welt, wie sie sein sollte, existirt; diese Welt, in der wir leben, ist nur Irrthum, — 
diese unsere Welt sollte nicht existiren.
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Der Glaube an das Seiende erweist sich nur (als) eine Folge: das eigentliche primum mobile 
ist der Unglaube an das Werdende, das Miβtrauen gegen das Werdende, die Geringschätzung 
alles Werdens... 
Human being searches for “the truth”: a world that does not contradict itself, does not 
deceive, does not change, a true world — a world, in which one does not suffer: contradiction, 
illusion, transitoriness — causes of suffering! He does not doubt that such a world, as it ought 
to be, exists; he wants to find a way to it. (Indian criticism: even the “I” as appearance, as not 
real)
From where does human being take the concept of reality? —
Why is it that human being construes suffering precisely from change, illusion, contradiction? 
And why not more so his happiness? ... —
The contempt, the hatred of all that passes away, changes, transforms: —from where this 
valuation of the permanent?
What is obvious here is the will to truth, just the desire for a world of permanence.
The senses deceive, rationality corrects the errors: consequently, one inferred that reason 
is the path to the permanent; the most non - sensical140 ideas must be closest to the “true 
world”. — Most troubles come from the senses — they are fraudsters, beguilers, annihilators: 
Happiness is only justified in what has being: change and happiness are mutually exclusive. 
The greatest desire has a becoming one with being in its sights. This is the odd path to the 
highest form of happiness.
In sum: the world, as it ought to be, exists; this world, in which we live, is only error, — this 
world of ours ought not to exist.
The belief in being turns out to be just (as) a consequence: the real primum mobile is the 
unbelief in becoming, the mistrust against becoming, the contempt for all becoming… (NL 9 
[60] KSA 12.364-365, translation CFB).
This note again illustrates Nietzsche’s previously discussed rejection of the dualism between 
Being and becoming that characterises traditional conceptions of reality, as well as his 
contention that the senses deceive human being into a desire for permanence. In what can 
be read as a reference to the epistemology emerging from Plato’s allegory of the cave as was 
previously discussed in this chapter, Nietzsche relates how the move to rationalism as a 
means to absolute truth follows from a realisation that the senses are fallible. As is familiar, 
reason is thought to “correct” the errors of the senses and so the inference that reason is the 
path to permanent knowledge is instantiated. For Nietzsche, the belief in static Being that 
motivates this kind of epistemology is a result of human being’s contempt for becoming.
What is, however, essential for my purposes in this section, is that, in the context of this 
rejection of staticism, Nietzsche also poses the question as to why it is that human being 
140 I have translated “unsinnlichsten” as “non-sensical” to preserve the word-play I think is evident 
in the excerpt. To translate “unsinnlichsten” merely as “non-sensory” would lose the oblique 
reference to “Unsinn” - “nonsense” that I think Nietzsche intends here.
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construes “change, illusion, and contradiction” – becoming – as suffering, and not as 
happiness. In my view, this is reminiscent of the “between” of the “Moment” as previously 
discussed in Nietzsche’s published accounts of the eternal return. How? It is the “Moment” 
of the thought of the eternal return that brings the question of the status of change, illusion 
and contradiction into sharp relief. Human being can, on the one hand, respond with horror 
at the prospect that the reality is unstable and changing, or, she can react joyously to such a 
thought. If we turn back to the previous discussion of Nietzsche’s imagery of the “Moment” 
as a gateway where two paths come together in his announcement of the “heaviest weight” 
in Die fröhliche Wissenschaft 341, Nietzsche’s contrast of the two possible responses to 
the whisperings of the demon: dismay at the prospect of reliving the same existence in 
its entirety again and again, or joy at this “tremendous moment” of affirmation” (FW/GS 
341 KSA 3.570), seems to be similar to the presentation in the unpublished note under 
discussion. As such, it already seems possible that the eternal return is linked to Nietzsche’s 
attempt to develop a counter to the staticist position that he rejects.
Presented as an alternative to the traditional linear model of time, the return should not, 
in my view, be read as a “simple thought experiment in human psychology” (Hatab 2008: 
148), 141 but rather as an attempt to ask what it would mean to think time differently, and 
how human being could possibly “incorporate” such a thought. Nietzsche explores the 
possibility of thinking time differently in Book Five of Die fröhliche Wissenschaft, where he 
writes in section 374 on “Our New Infinity”:
[...]ob nicht ein Dasein ohne Auslegung, ohne “Sinn” eben zum “Unsinn” wird, ob, andrerseits, 
nicht alles Dasein essentiell ein auslegendes Dasein ist – das kann, wie billig, auch durch die 
fleissigste und peinlich-gewissenhafteste Analysis und Selbstprüfung des Intellekts nicht 
ausgemacht werden: da der menschliche Intellekt bei dieser Analysis nicht umhin kann, sich 
selbst unter seinen perspektivischen Formen zu sehn und nur in ihnen zu sehn. Wir können 
nicht um unsre Ecke sehn: es ist eine hoffnungslose Neugierde, wissen zu wollen, was es noch 
für andre Arten Intellekt und Perspektive geben könnte: zum Beispiel, ob irgend welche Wesen 
die Zeit zurück oder abwechselnd vorwärts und rückwarts empfinden können (womit eine 
andre Richtung des Lebens und ein andrer Begriff von Ursache und Wirkung gegeben wäre). 
Aber ich denke, wir sind heute zum Mindesten ferne von der lächerlichen Unbescheidenheit, 
von unsrer Ecke aus zu dekretiern, dass man nur von dieser Ecke aus Perspektiven haben 
141 Lawrence Hatab’s (2005) Nietzsche’s Life Sentence, and his 2008 essay “Shocking Time: Reading 
Eternal Recurrence Literally” present his view that although Nietzsche did not, in the end, 
present the eternal return as a cosmological theory or a scientific fact, the doctrine should 
nonetheless be taken literally. This is because, in Hatab’s view, “…a certain extra-psychological 
literality” fits “…the world-disclosive and ‘revelatory’ spirit of Nietzsche’s accounts of eternal 
recurrence” (Hatab 2008: 148). Although my reading differs from Hatab’s in a number of ways, 
I do think that he is correct in asserting that the doctrine of the return should be read as much 
more than a simple thought experiment in human psychology (ibid.).
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dürfe. Die Welt ist uns vielmehr noch einmal “unendlich” geworden: insofern wir die Möglichkeit 
nicht abweisen können, dass sie unendliche Interpretationen in sich schliesst. 
[…] whether existence without interpretation, without “sense”, does not become “nonsense”; 
whether on the other hand, all existence is not essentially actively engaged in interpretation 
- that cannot be decided even by the most industrious and most scrupulously conscientious 
analysis and self-examination of the intellect; for in the course of this analysis the human 
intellect cannot avoid seeing itself in its own perspectives, and only in these. We cannot look 
around our own corner: it is a hopeless curiosity that wants to know what other kinds of 
intellects and perspectives there might be; for example, whether some beings might be able 
to experience time backward, or alternately forward and backward (which would involve 
another concept of cause and effect). But I should think that today we are at least far from the 
ridiculous immodesty that would be involved in decreeing from our corner that perspectives 
are permitted only from this corner. Rather has the world become “infinite” for us all over 
again, inasmuch as we cannot reject the possibility that it may include infinite interpretations. 
(FW/GS 374 KSA 3.626-627, emphasis CFB)
Although he does not refer to it by name here, it seems to me that Nietzsche is here 
writing of the eternal return, and specifically the return thought of as a possible, alternate 
interpretation of time. Nietzsche is postulating that just because human beings cannot 
escape from their own human perspective (they cannot look around their own corner), 
the possibility that there might not be another perspective from which time may be 
experienced is not ruled out. The kind of perspective that would allow time to be 
experienced both forward and backward, as Nietzsche says here, would necessarily involve 
a different concept of cause and effect. This is because the traditional “billiard-ball” model 
of causality would not allow for a thinking of time in this manner. What is significant is 
that both of these postulations form part of how Nietzsche characterises the return in his 
published works that I have discussed in the preceding sections – that it does not comply 
with traditional conceptions of causality, and that it involves the backward willing of time. 
Reading the eternal return as a possible alternative interpretation of time (and so also of 
causality) to the linear and mechanical interpretation posited by the traditional Platonic-
Christian view that Nietzsche rejects, is admittedly not without interpretative difficulties, 
but it has the advantage of allowing for the development of a more cogent account of 
Nietzsche’s call for a “willing backwards” of the eternal return than is allowed for by a purely 
ethical-existential reading. In addition, it allows for an acknowledgement of Nietzsche’s 
attempts at developing a cosmology of the return, without, I think, granting them an over-
inflated importance, nor ignoring them in their entirety. As such, I concentrate my efforts 
here on attempting to work out how these two points can be understood in the context of 
asserting that Nietzsche is, by means of the thought of the return, postulating that time is 
not linear, but rather circular and relational.
122
Presenting Heidegger’s Nietzsche: Two Key Motifs Re-Considered
As was previously mentioned, Nietzsche’s call for a “willing backwards” in the context of 
the return has been met with complaints by a number of commentators that the posited 
backward extension of the eternal return makes the thought of the return, as Ridley 
(1997: 20) says, a matter of “…the deepest indifference.” Why? The backward extension of 
the return seems to imply that every choice is determined, and so we are left with a kind 
of fatalism that seems to contradict the way in which the return is characterised in the 
published writings – as posing a choice between affirmation and pessimism. 
Paul S. Loeb (2010: 23) argues successfully, I think, that the “recurrence fatalism” ascribed 
by thinkers like Löwith (1997: 87) and Magnus (1979: 366) to Nietzsche’s doctrine is a result 
of misunderstanding what Nietzsche intends by the return. Why? Loeb claims that thinkers 
who claim that the return results in fatalism presuppose a concept of linear, absolute 
time, a concept that Nietzsche explicitly rejects (ibid.). Loeb (2010: 29) explains that the 
conception of linear time assumes that there is an absolute distinction between the past 
and the present in that the past always comes before, and so determines, the present. Loeb 
(ibid.) proposes that thinking Nietzsche’s doctrine of the return as presupposing a circular, 
relational time allows a person’s past to also be described as her future. This means that the 
past is never gone forever, and so, allows for the “willing backwards” we see postulated in 
Zarathustra. In addition, Loeb (2010: 15) explains that the problem is also related to scholars 
unconsciously assuming that “…the interlocutor in the Gay Science 341 is living some 
‘initial’ or ‘original’ life that he has never lived before and that hence could not include any 
recognition of having been already lived.” If this assumption is denied, then it seems that a 
“backwards” willing is not logically ruled out. 
Loeb’s larger project is to provide a “performative” understanding (Loeb 2010: 4) of the 
thought of eternal return as Also sprach Zarathustra’s fundamental concept, in that he aims 
to show that the narrative of Zarathustra is an enactment of the thought of recurrence, 
showing the “…endlessly repeated circular course of Zarathustra’s life” (Loeb 2010: 2). 
Although Loeb’s reading is problematic in places,142 I agree that if we take seriously the 
doctrine of the return as proposing a circular view of time, Nietzsche’s postulation of a 
willing backwards need not end up as a kind of fatalism.
Reading Nietzsche’s return in the way I propose does, however, require that Nietzsche’s 
unpublished attempts at proving the return, and the “cosmological” statements 
interspersed in the published mentions of the return, be taken more seriously than they 
are in ethical-existential readings. Even though numerous commentators have wrestled 
142 Most important is, I think, Loeb’s claim that GS 341 is “about death and dying words” (Loeb 
2010: 33); and that the gateway in Zarathustra is a “…symbol for the threshold of death” (Loeb 
2010: 60). It is not clear to me that there is any textual evidence to support such a reading. See 
Ruin (2011) for a detailed (and sometimes flawed, I think) critique of Loeb’s book.
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with these attempted proofs, and found them to be lacking or contradictory,143 my view is 
that we must acknowledge that Nietzsche did experiment with formulating cosmological 
proofs of eternal return, and so must, at least at the point when he recorded these ideas, 
have thought that the return could possibly be defended as an alternative view of time. 
Indeed, as is pointed out by a number of theorists including Thomas Brobjer (2008a: 94-95), 
Nietzsche’s attempts at a proof for the recurrence are in fact grounded in his readings of 
the science and mathematics of his time, including Ernst Mach’s critique of the Newtonian 
conception of absolute time. As Paolo D’Iorio (2011) argues, there is significant evidence 
that Nietzsche intended the eternal recurrence to be a scientific doctrine.144 The fact that 
Nietzsche’s unpublished “cosmological” proofs are problematic does not mean that we 
cannot acknowledge that Nietzsche’s aim in his unpublished notes on the return was to at 
least attempt to work out a theory on time that cohered with the then current scientific 
theories. In fact, a biographical fact that is often ignored is, as Müller-Lauter (1999c: 104) 
notes, that in order to ground his doctrine scientifically, Nietzsche had in 1881 planned to 
study physics and mathematics for ten years.
In addition, reading Nietzsche’s conception of the return as being about time, and not as 
a “view of the self” as Alexander Nehamas (1985: 150) for example argues, means that the 
previously mentioned cosmological interjections in the published accounts of the return 
do not need to be glossed over, as they often are. Many commentators read aphorism 341 
of Die fröhliche Wissenschaft as communicating a test of life-affirmation, i.e. that being 
confronted with the hypothetical thought of the return has a psychological effect upon 
the one so confronted. The difficulty of such readings is reconciling them with Nietzsche’s 
statement near the middle of the aphorism. There he says: “The eternal hourglass of 
existence is turned over again and again – and you with it, speck of dust!” (FW/GS 341 
KSA 3.570, emphasis CFB).145 This claim appears not to fit with the ethical interpretations 
143 I do not discuss the proofs here, since I believe it has been adequately shown by a number of 
theorists including Clark (1990), that there are inconsistencies between Nietzsche’s various 
claims. This does not, however, diminish the fact that Nietzsche experimented with these ideas, 
and so, I think, requires us to take seriously the idea that the eternal return is an attempt at 
interpreting time differently to the linear model. 
144 D’Iorio also shows how nineteenth century philosophers Otto Caspari and Johann Carl Friedrich 
Zöllner who argued for an organicist and pan-psychical conception of the universe (D’Iorio 
2011: 21), influenced Nietzsche’s thinking in this regard.
145 “Die ewige Sanduhr des Daseins wird immer wieder umgedreht – und du mit ihr, Stäubchen 
vom Staube!” This imagery of an hourglass is also to be found in Also sprach Zarathustra, where 
it is related that: “…all things eternally recur and we ourselves with them, and that we have 
already been here an eternity of times, and all things with us. You teach that there is a great year 
of becoming, a monster of a great year: that like an hourglass it must turn itself over anew, again 
and again so that it may run down and run out anew: –/ so that all these years are the same as 
each other, in what is greatest and also in what is smallest, – so that we ourselves in every great 
year are the same, in what is greatest and also in what is smallest. (Z/Z III “Der Genesende” “The 
Convalescent”2 KSA 4.276)
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of this communication of the return, since it seems to imply that the eternal return is a 
cosmological possibility. When Nietzsche claims that existence is comparable to an eternal 
hourglass being turned over repeatedly, he is, I think, referring to his contention that there 
is no static Being, but rather that there “is” only eternal becoming. 
There are also other occasions where Nietzsche, in his elaborations on the return, provides 
such “cosmological” interjections in what otherwise can be read as an ethical injunction. 
One familiar example is where Nietzsche explains that his “…doctrine says: to live in such 
a way that you must wish to live again, that is the task – you will do so in any case” (NL 
11 [163] KSA 9.505).146 Van Tongeren (2000: 293) provides a possible explanation for these 
instances when he points out that there are at least two important differences between 
Nietzsche’s thought of the return, and the usual ethical principles: 
First, for Nietzsche the eternal return is not just an ‘ought,’ but primarily an ‘is’: his vision 
showed him the – admittedly ideal – reality of that thought. And second, this thought does 
not so much exhort people to live in a certain way as select and divide those who can and 
those who cannot.
I think Van Tongeren is correct in pointing out that Nietzsche’s conception of the return 
cannot be tidily fitted into the usual understanding of an ethics as an “ought,” and that 
through the communication of the return, Nietzsche poses the question of who can 
“incorporate” this “thought of thoughts” and who cannot. But my reading departs from 
that of Van Tongeren on two counts. Firstly, I do not read the return as espousing an “ideal” 
reality, but rather more strongly as an interpretation of the nature of time; and secondly, I 
contend that the return should be read “first and foremost” as a rejection of staticism, and 
not, as Van Tongeren (2000: 293) later suggests, “first and foremost” as “something like” a 
religious ideal. Van Tongeren is certainly right that there is a religious “residue” (ibid.) in 
Nietzsche’s doctrine of the return. To mention just one of many occasions where Nietzsche 
characterises the return in this way, one can consider his assertion in Götzen-Dämmerung 
that the return is the “the highest of all faiths” (GD/TI 49 KSA 6.152). Yet, acknowledging 
that Nietzsche characterises the return as a religion is accommodated by reading the 
return as I suggest - as “first and foremost” a rejection of the staticist worldview and the 
postulation of a different interpretation of time. Nietzsche rejects traditional religion in the 
form of Christianity for a number of reasons, but the most crucial reason in this context is, 
in my view, that the model of time posited by Christianity is one where time is viewed as 
linear, irreversible and non-repeatable. Nietzsche’s eternal return constitutes a rejection of 
that model. Furthermore, as is pointed out by Müller-Lauter (1999c: 89), in presenting the 
return as the “religion of religions,” Nietzsche intends it to “escape comparison with other 
forms of religion,” and so does not posit it as one “religion amongst others” (Müller-Lauter 
1999c: 89). As Müller-Lauter (1999c: 95) suggests, Nietzsche connects the doctrine of the 
146 “Meine Lehre sagt: so leben, daβ du wünschen muβt, wieder zu leben ist die Aufgabe – du wirst 
es jedenfalls!“
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return to the pagan religions of the past, in particular, Dionysus, and so doing, sets up a 
contrast between “Dionysus” and the “Crucified.” Although he is not advocating a simple 
return to former cults (ibid.), Nietzsche finds in the pagan religions the kind of affirmation 
of life that is required to incorporate the thought of the return as an interpretation of time 
that does not suffer from the drive to linearity and conformity that the Platonic-Christian 
approach engenders. 
As Nietzsche explains in Die fröhliche Wissenschaft 109, projections of our anthropocentrism 
(such as the need for permanence) are life-preserving, yet erroneous articles of faith. When 
these projections are exposed as such, it emerges for Nietzsche that the total character 
of the world is in all eternity lacking in order and that, as he says, “…the whole music box 
eternally repeats its tune—a tune which may never be called a melody.” (FW/GS 109 KSA 
3.468)147 Although Nietzsche does not refer specifically to the doctrine of the return, 
it seems reasonable to me to conclude that this is precisely what he is referring to here. 
Time can be interpreted differently to the linear model, and the question then is to what 
extent we can incorporate this truth as a condition of life. The statements in the published 
accounts of the return that are usually interpreted in an ethical-existential fashion are, on 
my reading, Nietzsche’s way of posing this question.
This section has attempted to provide an alternative to Heidegger’s systematisation of 
the eternal return. I have postulated that the return is primarily about time, and plays an 
essential role in fulfilling a role as part of Nietzsche’s rejection of the staticist position. I 
have attempted to show that this conception of the return is more faithful to the textual 
evidence at hand than either an ethical-existential or Heideggerian reading, and also that 
such a reading has an advantage in its ability to explain Nietzsche’s pronouncements about 
backward willing. In addition, my reading does not discount Nietzsche’s unpublished 
proofs of the return as well as the cosmological statements interspersed in the published 
accounts, but rather, even while admitting that the proofs are problematic, allows for them 
to be taken into account.
This completes my brief investigation of two of the key terms that Heidegger extracts 
from Nietzsche’s thinking. My aim was not to provide a complete examination of all of 
the motifs as identified by Heidegger since my goal was only to demonstrate that there 
are a number of difficulties in sustaining Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche, as well as show 
that there are viable alternative ways of understanding Nietzsche’s the will to power and 
the thought of the eternal return. My approach has been in direct contradistinction to 
the work of commentators like Dick White (1988), who argue that Heidegger’s reading of 
Nietzsche is inadequate since it fails to grasp the multiplicity in use, meaning and origin 
which concepts such as the will to power, eternal recurrence and Übermensch reveal in 
their practical aspect. As was mentioned in the Introduction, White’s view is that the 
acceptance of the metaphysical priority of these concepts prompts Heidegger to overlook 
147 “...das ganze Spielwerk wiederholt ewig seine Weise, die nie eine Melodie heissen darf,—”
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the workings of Nietzsche’s ethical and practical project, as something secondary to the 
metaphysics it represents. My reading as presented in this chapter departs from that of 
White, since although I acknowledge that there are indeed a number of deficiencies in 
Heidegger’s reading, the closer reading of Heidegger’s views that I have presented reveals, I 
think, that Heidegger’s reading is not as straightforward as White suggests.
Before I turn, in the next chapter, to a consideration of the question of value as it is addressed 
by both Nietzsche and Heidegger, I must return to the question raised at the beginning of 
this chapter, and so consider the fruitfulness of the basis from which Heidegger directs his 
readings of Nietzsche – his Seinsgeschichte.
Returning to the Seinsgeschichte
Earlier in this chapter, I provided an exposition of Heidegger’s Seinsgeschichte as a prelude to 
Heidegger’s engagement with Nietzsche. As was mentioned there, Heidegger very skilfully 
manoeuvres Nietzsche into his history of Being, first as the last metaphysician, and then 
later, as the last “thinker.” Catanu (2010: 3) sums up the strengths and weaknesses of this 
move. He says that Heidegger:
… tries to systematise Nietzsche’s thought in a way quite foreign to Nietzsche. […] The 
strength of Heidegger’s reading is both its systematic aspect and the manner in which it 
puts Nietzsche in dialogue with the Western metaphysical tradition. However, this reading 
occludes what is singular in Nietzsche.
Catanu’s statement points to the question that guides this final section of the chapter - 
whether Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche (and so also his reading of others in his history of 
Western philosophy) should be treated as exegesis in the first place, and if not, what value 
his “interpretations” might then have.148 
Numerous commentators have pointed out, correctly I think, that Heidegger’s reading 
of Nietzsche is an extraordinarily violent interpretation. It has in fact become a platitude 
to claim that “Heidegger’s history of being is interesting mostly for what it tells us about 
Heidegger” (Harman 2002: 8) and not what it tells us about Nietzsche. What is crucial to 
take cognisance of is that Heidegger himself repeatedly denies that he is engaging in exegesis 
when he reads Nietzsche, or Plato, or any other philosopher. In the Nietzsche lectures, for 
example, Heidegger specifically tells us that:
Weder die Person Nietzsches noch auch sein Werk gehen uns an, sofern wir beides in 
seiner Zusammengehörigkeit zum Gegenstand der historischen und psychologischen 
148 I have argued elsewhere (Botha 2001) that Heidegger’s Seinsgeschichte does not constitute a 
history where epochs follow each other with a Hegelian-style dialectical necessity, and so do not 
rehearse that argument here.
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Berichterstattung machen. Was uns allein angehen muβ, ist die Spur, die jener Gedanken-
Gang zum Willen zur Macht in die geschichte des Seins, will heiβen...(NI: 474)
Neither the person of Nietzsche nor even his work concerns us when we make both in their 
connection the object of a historiological and psychological report. What solely concerns us 
is the trace that that thought-path toward the will to power made into the history of being… 
(WPK: 4) 
The quotation above is not an isolated one, with Heidegger continually asserting that he is 
not engaging in exegesis when reading the work of previous philosophers. Another example 
relating specifically to his reading of Nietzsche is his claim that “This utterance [‘Life is will 
to power’] does not announce the private view of the person ‘Nietzsche.’ The thinker and 
sayer of this utterance is ‘a destiny.’” (NI: 492; WPK: 19). As noted in a footnote earlier in this 
chapter, Heidegger makes the same point in the context of his reading of Plato. In addition, 
as Emad (1981: 75) notes, Heidegger’s agenda, as it is set already in Sein und Zeit, serves as 
an oft-ignored caution to his readers that his aim is not merely to engage in an exegetical 
exercise. Emad says:
…had one paid attention to the programmatical pronouncements of Being and Time on 
the necessity of determining the elusive and surreptitious role of time in forming basic 
philosophical positions, [Heidegger’s] works on the past philosophers probably would not 
have been mistakenly taken as commentaries (ibid.)
But, if we grant Heidegger’s pointed assertion that he is not engaging in exegesis, what value 
could his readings of Nietzsche and other philosophers possibly have? Some scholars like 
Richard Rorty149 (whose statement opened my section on Heidegger’s history of Being) 
conclude that Heidegger’s strategy is to “cheerfully” ignore the ideas of the philosophers 
with whom he engages in order to “…make his own historical position decisive, by making 
his own historical epoch terminal.” (Rorty 1992: 225).150 As such, my aim in this section 
149 Conway (1992) espouses a similar view. He claims that it is difficult not to conclude that 
Heidegger wilfully places Nietzsche in the role of last metaphysician by concentrating on those 
writings that prove most pliable in this regard, whilst all the while reserving another role in the 
history of Being for himself. Similarly, according to Richardson, Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche 
is rendered suspect by his interest in placing Nietzsche at the end of (but still within) a tradition 
first superseded by Heidegger himself (Richardson 2002: 6).
150 Although I cannot discuss it in detail here, Rorty (1978) also claims that Heidegger overestimates 
the importance of philosophical work in general. Rorty finds it nonsensical that Heidegger 
suggests that humanity’s current difficulties are “…somehow due to the Plato-Nietzsche 
tradition […], that our fate is somehow linked to that tradition” (Rorty 1978: 258). For Rorty, 
“…the strip mines of Montana, the assembly lines of Detroit, and the Red Guards of Shanghai,” 
surely have nothing to do with the ‘forgetfulness of Being’” (Rorty 1978: 252). Contrary to Rorty, 
David Farrell Krell (1981: 469), points out in response that the way that the work of Descartes 
is reproduced in our most up-to-date medical handbooks, for example, surely testifies to the 
possibility that “…philosophers’ difficulties may be everyone’s problems.” My view is that Krell 
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is not to dispute the violence of Heidegger’s interpretations, but rather to engage in the 
two-fold task of asking firstly whether thinkers like Rorty are correct in their deduction of 
Heidegger’s motive in this regard; and asking secondly whether thinkers like Rorty are right 
in characterising Heidegger’s engagement with the ideas of the thinkers about whom he 
writes as one that involves a “cheerful” disregard of their thinking.
It is correct to assert that Heidegger does not merely want to “hear” Nietzsche, i.e. he does 
not intend merely to “receive” Nietzsche’s position in passive fashion. Rather, he wants 
to engage with Nietzsche’s thought about Being in a critical way since he thinks that 
Nietzsche’s position is essential to Western philosophy. As he says:
Doch bei all dem bleibt entscheidend, Nietzsche selbst zu hören, mit ihm, durch ihn 
hindurch und so zugleich gegen ihn, aber für die eine einzige und gemeinsame innerste Sache 
der abendländischen Philosophie zu fragen (NI: 33) 
Still, in all this what remains decisive is to hear Nietzsche himself; to inquire with him and 
through him and therefore at the same time against him, but for the one single innermost 
matter that is common to Western philosophy.” (WPA: 24)
As such, I am not sure that thinkers like Rorty are correct that Heidegger’s motive is to place 
himself in the decisive position in his Seinsgeschichte. On the contrary, calling Nietzsche 
the last metaphysician and the last thinker certainly gives Nietzsche a crucial place in that 
history. Nietzsche is important to Heidegger because Heidegger asserts that it is Nietzsche 
who has grasped the fall away from Being which determines how Heidegger reads all of 
Western history. The importance of Nietzsche’s insights is that his work opens up a new 
understanding of metaphysics, which allows for the advent of another beginning.
In addition, Heidegger’s own task is to set out to “destroy” metaphysics in the form of 
traditional enquiries into Being that erroneously substitute something (an entity) for 
nothing (Being). His fundamental ontology is an attempt to think metaphysics (the Being 
question) in an original manner. For Heidegger, ‘Thought cannot overcome (überwinden) 
metaphysics, it must try to incorporate (verwinden) it’ (Pöggeler 1986: 244), and so 
metaphysics cannot merely be done away with by reaching for something higher than 
metaphysics. Yet Heidegger is not claiming that his own philosophy forms the apex of 
attempts to overcome metaphysics, but rather only that he is able to ask the question of 
the meaning of Being in a new manner.
Most importantly, as I have argued elsewhere (Botha 2001), in his attempt to “de-strukt” the 
metaphysical tradition, Heidegger refers to his own ideas as a “way,” (SZ: 437; BaT: 398) that 
he admits could lead to dead ends. Accordingly, he does not claim any final “truth” for his 
thinking. As a way, his work cannot constitute a “shelter” – a final resting place for thought. 
is correct in his contention. Fritjof Capra’s (1984) work on the influence of Cartesianism in the 
development of the biomedical model is a case in point.
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Rather, as he says, his work is “[…] A way, not ‘the’ way, which never exists in philosophy” 
(GA 42: 67; ST: 64). If we see Heidegger’s interpretation of various authors in this light, then 
the Rortrean critique of Heidegger’s motives in his interpretation of Nietzsche seems to be 
too strong. 
Turning now to the second question raised, Heidegger’s readings of Nietzsche could 
hardly be said to be “cheerfully” overlooking the texts with which he engages. Heidegger’s 
careful reading of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra, for example, is often conveniently forgotten by 
commentators intent on writing off his interpretation. It is true, as the previous sections 
in this chapter have shown that Heidegger’s reading is highly selective in its focus and 
so constitutes an attempt to place Nietzsche within the history of Western metaphysics 
that oftentimes ignores significant aspects of Nietzsche’s thinking. If we read Heidegger 
as providing an exegesis of Nietzsche’s texts, then his reading fails to convince. But if we 
hear Heidegger’s claim that he is not engaging in exegesis, then the questions we ask of 
him need to be different. We need then to ask with Krell (1981: 468) whether Heidegger 
has succeeded in providing us with a “vision of the history of philosophy” that enables 
us to see things we would not otherwise have seen. We need to ask whether his view is 
comprehensive and complete in providing us with a picture of something that would 
otherwise remain fragmented and disparate (ibid.). It is this approach that will direct the 
chapters to follow. Although I will show how Heidegger approaches Nietzsche’s thinking on 
values in the same way I have done in this chapter when considering the will to power and 
the return, i.e. showing how his reading is selective in its focus, my eventual goal is to place 
their interpretations of values and valuation side by side in order to find the strengths and 
weaknesses of each position. 
Summary and Prelude to Chapter 3
Heidegger reads Nietzsche’s philosophy as an answer to the guiding question of philosophy 
“What is Being?”. In doing so, his reduction of Nietzsche’s philosophy to five key motifs, and 
almost exclusive use of the non-book, Der Wille zur Macht, to guide his reading, results in a 
distortion of many aspects of Nietzsche’s writings. What has, however, been shown in this 
chapter, by means of a consideration of two of the key motifs, is that Heidegger’s thinking 
on Nietzsche is not static, i.e. that Heidegger’s reception of these key motifs does exhibit 
significant changes over time. Despite this, or perhaps because of this, Heidegger’s reading 
is difficult to sustain in a number of respects. 
In addition to interweaving a discussion of Heidegger’s Nietzsche-Buch treatments of 
Nietzsche’s thinking on these two key motifs with both his later interpretations, as well as 
my own readings of selections from the Nietzschean texts that I deem relevant to showing 
up the problems in Heidegger’s evolving assessment, I have also in this chapter included an 
outline and critical appreciation of Heidegger’s much-contested Seinsgeschichte. As a result 
of my conclusions there, the chapter to follow attempts to place Heidegger’s objections to 
value thinking into counterpoint with my reading of Nietzsche’s understanding of values, 
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valuation and his proposal of a re-valuation of values. As has been previously explored, 
it seems reasonable to posit that there are at least five ways of characterising values to 
which Heidegger objects: 1) values seen as predeterminations of things present-to-hand; 
2) values conceived of as a-historical and enduringly present; 3) values thought of as having 
the ontological status of being present-at-hand in order to round out an ontology of the 
world; 4) values seen as projections of a willing “subject;” and, 5) an approach to values 
via a method that is considered foundational. The question is whether these objections to 
value-thinking are relevant when considering Nietzsche’s understanding of valuation and 
re-valuation, and, more crucially, whether either Heidegger or Nietzsche can provide a 
satisfying account of values and valuation.
131
Catherine F. Botha
Chapter 3
 Nietzsche, Values and Revaluation
Heidegger was attracted to the desperate boldness with which Nietzsche questioned the 
foundations of the whole of metaphysics and with which he recognised everywhere the ‘will 
to power’. Not the revaluation of all values – this seemed to him to be a superficial aspect of 
Nietzsche – but rather that human beings in general were thought of as the being that set 
and estimated value. 
(Gadamer 1994: 179)
Introduction
As was mentioned in the previous chapter, many assessments of Heidegger’s reading of 
Nietzsche focus almost exclusively upon his Nietzsche-Buch interpretations, and so neglect 
to acknowledge that his interpretation evolves over the course of his thinking. In addition, 
much of the secondary literature does not provide a sustained discussion of the question of 
value as it figures in Heidegger’s reading, but rather focuses upon the other key motifs, most 
especially the will to power and the eternal return. The previous chapter aimed to provide 
a corrective to the first of these deficiencies by showing how Heidegger’s understanding of 
two of Nietzsche’s key motifs changes over the course of his work. In the current chapter, my 
aim is to address the second difficulty by providing a focused examination of Heidegger’s 
reading of Nietzsche in terms of the question of values and value thinking, with a special 
emphasis on the question of Nietzsche’s revaluation proposal. 
The chapter is divided into three sections, beginning with an introductory section that 
focuses primarily on developing my own reading of Nietzsche’s characterisation of values 
and valuation. In considering Nietzsche’s position, I draw mainly upon the works in which 
I believe Nietzsche develops his understanding of values most penetratingly – chiefly 
Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, Jenseits von Gut und Böse; Zur Genealogie der Moral and 
Also sprach Zarathustra – as well as some of the unpublished notes. As part of this section, 
I also consider the question of relativism as it is related to the Nietzschean conception of 
values.
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The second part of the chapter is devoted to unravelling the question of revaluation1 - the 
main focus of my investigation. The question of revaluation is given such a prominent role 
because, contrary to the statement by Gadamer that opens this chapter, it is my contention 
that the question of the revaluation of values is not a “superficial,” but rather an essential 
aspect of Heidegger’s Auseinandersetzung with Nietzsche, as well as an essential aspect 
of Nietzsche’s own thinking. The revaluation proposal is, in my view, an indispensable 
aspect of Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche since, without a consideration of it, Heidegger’s 
rejection of the view that “…human beings in general were thought of as the being that 
set and estimated value” (Gadamer 1994: 179) would not be comprehensible in the first 
place.2 As has already been mentioned, Heidegger’s claim is that it is erroneous to suppose 
that something like a revaluation of all values is possible since, for him, such a supposition 
exposes an inability to transcend the problem of the “is” and the “ought.” The question of 
revaluation is also, in my view, a crucial aspect of Nietzsche’s thinking since, despite the fact 
that Nietzsche never develops this aspect of his work to the extent that he had perhaps 
envisaged,3 it can be claimed to be found in some form in almost every text – published 
and unpublished. As such, it cannot be relegated to the realm of the insignificant. My aim 
in this section is to attempt to understand what Nietzsche suggests when he proposes 
the revaluation as a response to nihilism, and to expose some of the difficulties and 
contradictions that arise as a result of the proposal, including a brief discussion of the 
“authority” problem.4
The third and final section of the chapter involves considering Heidegger’s five objections to 
value thinking identified in Chapter 1 in the light of the preceding exposition of Nietzsche’s 
thinking on values, valuation and revaluation. From my discussion in Chapter 1, it seems 
1  As has been mentioned previously, I translate Nietzsche’s “umwerthung” as “revaluation” and 
not “transvaluation.” I discuss my choice of translation in more detail in the second section of 
the current chapter.
2  Indeed, Heidegger explicitly grants importance to the theme of revaluation in a number 
of places. He claims, for example, that “… we can see how stubbornly the thought of values 
entrenched itself in the nineteenth century when we see that even Nietzsche, and precisely he, 
thinks completely within the perspective of the representation of values. The subtitle to his 
projected main work, The Will to Power, is Attempt at a Revaluation of All Values. Its third book is 
headed: Attempt at a New Positing of Values. Because Nietzsche was entangled in the confusion 
of the representation of values, because he did not understand its questionable provenance, he 
never reached the genuine centre of philosophy” (GA 40: 208; IM 213-214). In addition, as was 
mentioned in the previous chapter, Heidegger names the revaluation as one of the key motifs of 
Nietzsche’s thinking.
3  See Brobjer (2006) for a discussion of Nietzsche’s intended “Hauptwerk” as well as an argument 
for upgrading the importance of Nietzsche’s project of a revaluation of values. 
4  The authority problem, so-named by Aaron Ridley in his “Nietzsche and the Re-evaluation 
of Values” (2005: 172) is the problem that Nietzsche’s revaluation of values can only explain 
how existing values look from the perspective of his preferred values, i.e. he cannot claim an 
authoritative position from which to re-evaluate existing values. Reginster (2001:217) names the 
same problem the “paradox of perspectivism.”
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reasonable to posit that there are at least five ways of seeing values to which Heidegger 
objects: 1) values seen as predeterminations of things present-to-hand; 2) values conceived 
of as a-historical and enduringly present; 3) values given the ontological status of being 
present-at-hand in order to round out an ontology of the world; 4) values considered 
as projections of a willing “subject;” and 5) an approach to values via a method that is 
considered foundational.5 I conclude that using Heidegger’s criticisms of value thinking as 
a lens to examine Nietzsche’s proposal of a revaluation allows for a number of deficiencies 
in the Nietzschean approach to values and valuation to be revealed.
The chapter then concludes with a prelude to the final chapter of this thesis. As was 
already explained in the Introduction, the final chapter considers the question of whether 
Heidegger’s own thinking can in any way lend itself to the development of an ethics (or an 
aesthetics), despite his rejection of a thinking in values. If I am right that in his dismissal of 
value-thinking, Heidegger is able to escape the difficulties of navigating the breach between 
Sein and Sollen in a way which Nietzsche cannot, it remains to be seen as to whether 
Heidegger’s approach can provide the means with which questions of ethics or aesthetics 
may be fruitfully approached.
As has already been mentioned in my Introduction, Heidegger and Nietzsche agree that 
human being cannot but value, and yet Heidegger claims that it is erroneous to think, 
as Nietzsche does, that value is bestowed by human being. Heidegger’s argument is that 
thinking that values are given by human being generates the subjective-objective distinction 
between fact and value that eventually results in the devaluation of values bemoaned by 
Nietzsche. Heidegger’s strategy is to attempt to avoid this distinction by characterising 
value as something “given” to human being in her cultural locus - as something already 
nascent in her “world.” Nietzsche’s remedy for nihilism - the creation of new values – is, 
for Heidegger then, a misunderstanding of the genuine nature of value. I argue in the final 
chapter that Heidegger’s hermeneutic strategy, which is indeed anticipated by Nietzsche,6 
and which has been taken up more recently in different ways and with varying degrees of 
success by other theorists, provides a more satisfying approach to the problem of the rift 
between Sein and Sollen.
5  It may be noted that four of the five ways of seeing values to which Heidegger objects that 
I have identified demonstrate some correspondence to what Heidegger identifies as the four 
“moments” that determine the essence of metaphysics in his reading of the saying of Protagoras 
– “man is the measure of all things.” The four moments by which a fundamental metaphysical 
position may be determined that Heidegger singles out are:
  1. By the way in which man as man is himself and thereby knows himself;
  2. By the projection of beings on Being;
  3. By circumscribing the essence of the truth of beings; and
  4. By the way in which each respective man takes and gives “measure” for the truth of beings. (N: 
92 “The Statement of Protagoras”)
6  Alan D. Schrift (1987) provides a similar argument based upon his reading of Nietzsche’s 
genealogical approach.
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Section 1: A Gift given by Human Being -  
Nietzsche on Values and Valuation
This section provides a reading of Nietzsche’s assertions about values and valuation upon 
which the next section – my interpretation of his proposed revaluation of values – is 
then developed. I consider Nietzsche’s perspectivalism as integral to his views on values 
and valuation, and so, as part of the reading I provide here, I also consider the charge of 
relativism7 that is oftentimes levelled against his perspectivalist position. In addition, in 
this section I again consider Nietzsche’s rejection of the traditional characterisation of the 
human being as a “subject” since it is, in my view, essential to understanding what Nietzsche 
intends by his perspectivalism. Providing an interpretation of Nietzsche’s understanding of 
the “subject” is also crucial to my interpretation in the third section of the current chapter 
where I examine Heidegger’s rejection of views that characterise values as projections of a 
willing “subject.”
Understanding Nietzsche’s conception of values and valuation is a complex task, most 
especially because he does not provide a fully worked-out theory of value, but rather 
only provides assessments of particular conceptions of value (Andresen 2009: 208). His 
assessments are usually acerbically critical. In Jenseits von Gut und Böse 211, for example, 
he berates “philosophical labourers” for fixing and formulating “…some great existing 
body of valuations.” Yet, despite this type of criticism appearing throughout Nietzsche’s 
work, his own theory of value is never explicitly expressed. Consequently, a number of 
commentators have tried to draw out a theory of value from the Nietzschean texts,8 
generating significant debate and difference as to what exactly Nietzsche’s meta-ethical and 
ethical position could be.
To understand what values are for Nietzsche, it is useful to begin with his claim in Die 
fröhliche Wissenschaft that values are not inherent in the natural world. Rather, his view is 
that human being bestows value upon nature as a “gift.” He says:
Was nur Werth hat in der jetzigen Welt, das hat ihn nicht an sich, seiner Natur nach, - die 
Natur ist immer werthlos: - sondern dem hat man einen Werth einmal gegeben, geschenkt, 
und wir waren diese Gebenden und Schenkenden! 
7  The value relativism to which I refer here can be defined as the view that holds that “…it is 
wrong to pass judgement on those who have substantially different values, or to try to make 
them conform to one’s values, for the reason that their values are as valid as one’s own.” 
(Wong 1993: 442). Holding this kind of position is problematic for a number of reasons, most 
importantly that it promotes unlimited toleration. For additional reasons as to why the position 
is problematic, consult Harry J. Gensler (2010), who provides an excellent discussion of the 
problems with holding cultural relativist or subjectivist positions.
8  For examples of such attempts, see Clark (1990), May (1999), Sleinis (1994) and Richardson 
(2002).
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Whatever has value in our world does not have value in itself, according to its nature—nature 
is always value-less, but has been given value at some time, as a gift—and it was we who gave 
and bestowed it! (FW/GS 301 KSA 3. 540)9 
A gift is customarily given in order to show appreciation - to indicate that we hold 
someone in esteem - and so in characterising values as metaphorical gifts, Nietzsche is 
here highlighting his contention that in conferring value, we are conferring esteem on a 
certain object, idea or action. This view is also expressed in Also sprach Zarathustra where 
Zarathustra indicates that human acts of esteeming are the origin of values: 
Werthe legte erst der Mensch in die Dinge, sich zu erhalten, – er schuf erst den Dingen Sinn, 
einen Menschen-Sinn! Darum nennt er sich “Mensch”, das ist: der Schätzende. Schätzen ist 
Schaffen [...] Durch das Schätzen erst giebt es Werth” 
Only human being placed values in things to preserve himself – he alone created a meaning 
for things, a human meaning. Therefore he calls himself “human,” which means: the esteemer. 
To esteem is to create […]. Through esteeming alone there is value” (Z/Z I“Von tausend und 
Einem Ziele” “On the Thousand and One Goals” KSA 4.75, modified by CFB).
For Nietzsche then, what is definitive about human being is that she is an esteeming creature 
who creates value. For him, nothing that we consider as having value has that value in and 
of itself. The above quotation from Zarathustra also expresses Nietzsche’s position on the 
reason that the esteeming human being creates values in the first place – to “preserve” 
herself. An individual would for example, under such a view, value actions that protect the 
self from harm, and judge actions that allow the self to be harmed as non-valuable.10 This 
interest in self-preservation is congruent with characterising value creation as gift giving, 
9  Nietzsche expresses a similar claim in a number of his other published works, for example in 
FW/GS 115 KSA 3.474.
10 It is important to point out here that Nietzsche is, as I read this quotation, providing a description 
of his view of what is the case when we consider what prompts the creation of values, and 
not prescribing what ought to be. Keeping this in mind will prevent the misconception that 
Nietzsche is here espousing a form of utilitarianism. Broadly conceived, it can be said that a 
utilitarian “…is committed to performing a cost/benefit analysis before he or she acts” (Sleinis 
1994: 87), or more narrowly conceived, as expressed by the maxim “the greatest good for the 
greatest number.” This is something that Nietzsche strongly rejects in both his earlier and later 
periods. Specifically, Nietzsche sees utilitarianism as part of the slave morality (JGB/BGE 260 KSA 
5.211), and, as such, considers it to be a doctrine that subjugates the self-directed valuations of 
the “healthy” human being to the values of the herd. It must, however, be noted that Nietzsche’s 
ethics in most of his so-called middle period (1875-1882) does admit elements of utilitarianism 
(Brobjer 2007: 295). As Brobjer (2007:297) explains, the first three books of Menschliches, 
Allzumenschliches do include statements that are clearly utilitarian in approach. Nietzsche there 
claims, for example, that the only ground for human actions and values is pleasure and pain, 
calling the “…struggle for pleasure” “…the struggle for life” (MAM/HH I [104] KSA 2.102).
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since we do, for example, give gifts in order to garner appreciation from the recipient, and 
so doing “preserve” ourselves.11
Yet in Die fröhliche Wissenschaft Nietzsche extends this interest in preservation12 from the 
preservation of the self to the preservation of the species. He explains that “…whether I 
contemplate humanity with a benevolent or with an evil eye, I always find them concerned 
with a single task: to do what is good for the preservation of the human race […] because 
this instinct constitutes the essence of our species.”13 (FW/GS 1 KSA 3.369, modified by 
CFB). So it seems then that Nietzsche conceives of human being as motivated to create 
values in order to preserve both herself, as well as the greater collective - a proposal that 
finds expression in a number of other places. Nietzsche claims, for example, that human 
being creates values because she is subject to “…physiological demands for the preservation 
11 If one were to argue that at least some gifts are given without any expectations, but purely for 
the sake of giving, then it could be claimed that the metaphor of the gift exhausts its usefulness 
here. However, for Nietzsche, the view that human beings are motivated by altruism is a flawed 
one, and so he would deny that any gifts are given without any self-interest. He specifically 
argues that human emotions like pity (MAM/HH 1 [50] KSA 2.70-71) and gratitude (MAM/HH 
I [40] KSA 2.64) are actually easily explained by an appeal to self-interest. In addition, he claims 
that actions like battlefield heroism or maternal sacrifice are not “moral miracles,” but rather 
also merely examples of egoism (MAM/HH I [57] KSA 2.76). In addition, in JGB/BGE 33 KSA 
5.52, he specifically characterises feelings of “for others” “not for myself,” as sugary seductions 
that should be questioned as mercilessly as an aesthetics of “contemplation devoid of all 
interest.” As such, the metaphor of the gift is congruent with Nietzsche’s rejection of altruism, 
and so remains of use in that context. Although it is beyond the scope of the current work to 
discuss in detail, Derrida’s (1992) ironic treatment of the concept of the “Gift” is notable in this 
regard. Derrida (ibid.) shows that in order to fulfil the ideal of gift-giving, we have to distinguish 
true gifts from mere reciprocal economic exchanges. Ideally understood, gifts cannot be trades 
between persons for comparable benefits, and so, even the small pleasure gained from merely 
knowing one has given a gift would disqualify an act of giving from being “gift-giving.” Derrida 
concludes from this that the scenario that would best illustrate the “Gift” – where the giver 
receives nothing at all in return - is one where someone accidently drops money and someone 
else finds it, without the dropper knowing what happened (ibid.). Derrida’s ironic conclusion is 
that the gift that matches our formal ideal of gift-giving is nothing like the transactions in our 
world which we call gift-giving.
12 As I will explain in greater detail in what follows, it must be acknowledged that Nietzsche does 
not always express this motivation in terms of “preservation.” There are, for example, instances 
where he characterises the creation of values as motivated by “flourishing” or growth. As he 
cautions: “Physiologists should think twice before positioning the drive for self-preservation as 
the cardinal drive of an organic being. Above all, a living thing wants to discharge its strength 
– life itself is will to power –: self-preservation is only one of the indirect and most frequent 
consequences of this. (JGB/BGE 13 KSA 5.27).
13 “Ich mag nun mit gutem oder bösem Blicke auf die Menschen sehen, ich finde sie immer bei 
Einer Aufgabe, Alle und jeden Einzelnen in Sonderheit: Das zu thun, was der Erhaltung der 
menschlichen Gattung frommt. [...] – weil dieser Instinct eben das Wesen unserer Art und 
Heerde ist.”
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of a certain type of life” (JGB/BGE 3 KSA 5.17)14, again expressing the preservation of the 
individual as motivator; but then he also claims that the individual’s “…valuations and 
orders of rank” are “…always expressions of the needs of a community and herd” (FW/GS 116 
KSA 3.474).15 As such, Nietzsche gives values a double origin: values are created as a result 
of our human physiology, as well as of as a result of the needs of the larger collective (the 
community or species) to which we belong. Said differently, for Nietzsche, both our culture 
and our “nature”16 together elicit valuation.
This characterisation immediately presents a question that has already been raised by a 
number of commentators:17 can Nietzsche explain how it is that values come to exist when 
it seems reasonable to postulate that situations may arise when the physiological demands 
of the individual clash with those of the larger community? A possible explanation can be 
found in Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, where Nietzsche, as part of his discussion of the 
birth of traditional18 moral values, says that, for him, “…morality is preceded by compulsion, 
indeed it is for a time itself still compulsion, to which one accommodates oneself for the 
14 “…physiologische Forderungen zur Erhaltung einer bestimmten Art von Leben.” What is crucial 
to note at this point is that Nietzsche does not understand the cultural in isolation from the 
physiological. In JGB/BGE 14 KSA 5.28), for example, he characterizes physiological accounts 
as “interpretations” that are made in the context of a specific language and culture, i.e. he 
acknowledges that they influence each other. This allows him to avoid the charge of a facile 
reduction of the cultural to the physiological or vice versa.
15 “Diese Schätzungen und Rangordnungen sind immer der Ausdruk der Bedürfnisse einer 
Gemeinde und Heerde...”
16 I use the word “nature” here as shorthand for human being’s physiological constitution. As such, 
my claim should not be misinterpreted as implying that Nietzsche attributes a fixed nature to 
human being. In fact, Nietzsche specifically names human being as the animal “who is not yet 
fixed” (JGB/BGE 62 KSA 5.81) and so acknowledges that, in contrast with non-human animals, 
she can still change herself in radical ways (NL 11 [44] KSA 9.458). As he says, “…the gauge by 
which we measure, our own nature, is no unchangeable quantity” (MAM/HH I [32] KSA 2.51). 
In addition, as was mentioned in Footnote 14 of this chapter, Nietzsche acknowledges that our 
culture and our physiology exert a reciprocal influence on each other, which again implies that 
our physiology is not fixed. My use of the word “nature” should be read with these two points in 
mind. 
17 This double origin of values and the problems it generates is pointed out and discussed by a 
number of commentators including Deleuze (1983), Ansell-Pearson (1997), May (1999) and 
Leiter (2002).
18 I use the word “traditional” as a blanket term to cover the moralities that Nietzsche criticises 
and wishes to overcome. In Jenseits von Gut und Böse 32, he uses the same nomenclature when 
he says that: “We believe that morality in the traditional sense, the morality of intentions, was 
a prejudice, precipitate and perhaps provisional - something on the order of astrology and 
alchemy - but in any case something that must be overcome. The overcoming of morality, 
in a certain sense even the self-overcoming of morality – let this be the name for that long 
secret work which has been saved up for the finest and most honest, also the most malicious, 
consciences of today, as living touchstones of the soul.” (JGB/BGE 32 KSA 5.51, emphasis CFB).
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avoidance of what one regards as unpleasurable” (MAM/HH I [99] KSA 2.96).19 Nietzsche 
is explaining that under traditional20 morality, the interests of the individual oftentimes 
have to be subjugated to that of the larger community, and that this is a result of a kind of 
coercion. How could this be? It seems a reasonable postulation that an individual would, 
in many instances, value the respect and esteem of members of her community over the 
threat of punishment and contempt from that community, specifically for the sake of self-
preservation.21 As a result, individuals would oftentimes be willing to espouse values that 
might not necessarily square with their own (physiological) interests or needs. If this is 
right, then it seems that Nietzsche is able to explain how values could be seen as having a 
double origin. He further articulates and develops this point in a section of Menschliches, 
Allzumenschliches:
Moralisch, sittlich, ethisch sein heisst Gehorsam gegen ein altbegründetes Gesetz oder 
Herkommen haben. [...] “Gut” nennt man Den, welcher wie von Natur, nach langer Vererbung, 
also leicht und gern das Sittliche thut, je nachdem diess ist (zum Beispiel Rache übt, wenn 
Rache-üben, wie bei den älteren Griechen, zur guten Sitte gehört). 
To be moral, to act in accordance with custom, to be ethical means to be obedient towards a 
long-established law or tradition. […] ‘Good’ is that man who does what is customary as if by 
nature, as a result of a long inheritance, that is to say easily and gladly, and this is so, whatever 
what is customary may be (for example, takes revenge, when taking revenge is part of good 
custom, as it was with the ancient Greeks). (MAM/HH I [96] KSA 2.92-93, modified by CFB)
So, Nietzsche claims that individuals are judged by their community to be moral based upon 
whether those individuals conform to the values upheld by their community. Particular 
values (revenge in this instance) are endorsed by a community (the ancient Greeks in 
this case) because those values have proven effective in preserving that community, and 
eventually those values become custom, their provenance forgotten. It is this process 
that Nietzsche claims that all values go through – beginning life as “lies”, then becoming 
“convictions”, and finally being called “virtues” (MAM/HH I [99] KSA 2.96) – and it is this 
process that Nietzsche wishes to expose and question (FW/GS 345 KSA 3.578) in his own 
work.
19 “Der Moralität geht der Zwang voraus, ja sie selber ist noch eine Zeit lang zwang, dem man sich, 
zur Vermeidung der Unlust, fügt.”
20 In the Introduction, I explained my position that Nietzsche rejects only a specific kind of 
morality, and so can only be seen as an “immoralist” in this limited and specific sense. I there 
also specified that I utilize Nietzsche’s own distinction between ethics and morality as explained 
by Conant (in Schacht 2011: 218, CFB) to support my position. The quote under discussion here 
should be read with this distinction in mind, since it is this narrower notion of “morality” that 
Nietzsche is describing here.
21 Nietzsche describes such a situation in MAM/HH I [102] KSA 2.99.
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Nietzsche’s characterisation of the origin of values as I have presented it thus far is 
intertwined with his appraisal of the traditional conception of morality. In his assessment, 
the human sense of value cannot be detached from the human search for security, and 
this need for security is, in his view, inseparable from the traditionally conceived search for 
truth. For him:
[I]n den Werthschätzungen drücken sich Erhaltungs- und Wachsthums-Bedingungen aus. 
Alle unsere Erkenntniβorgane und –Sinne sind nur entwickelt in Hinsicht auf Erhaltungs-und 
Wachstums-Bedingungen. Das Vertrauen zur Vernunft und ihren Kategorien, zur Dialektik, 
also die Werthschätzung der Logik beweist nur die durch Erfahrung bewiesene Nützlichkeit 
derselben für das Leben: nicht deren “Wahrheit” 
The conditions of preservation and growth are expressed in valuations. All our organs of 
knowledge and our senses are developed only with regard to conditions of preservation and 
growth. Trust in reason and its categories, in dialectic, therefore the valuation of logic, proves 
only their usefulness for life, proved by experience--not that something is true (NL 9 [38] KSA 
12.352, WP 507, modified by CFB).
To understand the claims expressed here, one needs to consider in more detail Nietzsche’s 
well-rehearsed polemic against traditional conceptions of morality. For Nietzsche, 
traditional moralities assert the absolute truth and universal validity of their claims – an 
assertion that he strongly rejects. Why? Nietzsche’s extended explanation of the problems 
inherent in Buddhism and Christianity as his chosen exemplars of traditional approaches to 
morality in Jenseits von Gut und Böse is useful in this regard:
Sie suchen zu erhalten, im Leben festzuhalten, was sich nur irgend halten lässt, ja sie nehmen 
grundsätzlich für sie Partei, als Religionen für Leidende, sie geben allen Denen Recht, welche 
am Leben wie an einer Krankheit leiden, und möchten es durchsetzen, dass jede andre 
Empfindung des Lebens als falsch gelte und unmöglich werde. Möchte man diese schonende 
und erhaltende Fürsorge, insofern sie neben allen anderen auch dem höchsten, bisher fast 
immer auch leidendsten Typus des Menschen gilt und galt, noch so hoch anschlagen: in 
der Gesammt-Abrechnung gehören die bisherigen, nämlich souveränen Religionen zu 
den Hauptursachen, welche den Typus “Mensch” auf einer niedrigeren Stufe festhielten, 
- sie erhielten zu viel von dem, was zu Grunde gehn sollte. Man hat ihnen Unschätzbares 
zu danken; und wer ist reich genug an Dankbarkeit, um nicht vor alle dem arm zu werden, 
was zum Beispiel die “geistlichen Menschen” des Christenthums bisher für Europa gethan 
haben! Und doch, wenn sie den Leidenden Trost, den Unterdrückten und Verzweifelnden 
Muth, den Unselbständigen einen Stab und Halt gaben und die Innerlich-Zerstörten und 
Wild-Gewordenen von der Gesellschaft weg in Klöster und seelische Zuchthäuser lockten: 
was mussten sie ausserdem thun, um mit gutem Gewissen dergestalt grundsätzlich 
an der Erhaltung alles Kranken und Leidenden, das heisst in That und Wahrheit an der 
Verschlechterung der europäischen Rasse zu arbeiten? Alle Werthschätzungen auf den Kopf 
stellen – das mussten sie! 
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They seek to preserve, to preserve alive whatever can possibly be preserved; indeed, as a 
matter of principle, they side with these cases as religions for sufferers; they agree with all 
those who suffer life like a sickness and would like to make sure that every other feeling about 
life should be considered false and should become impossible. Even if the very highest credit 
is given to this considerate and preserving care, which, besides being directed toward all the 
others, was and is also directed toward the highest type of human being, the type that so far 
has almost always suffered most; nevertheless, in a total accounting, the sovereign religions 
we have had so far are among the chief causes that have kept the type “human being” on a 
lower rung - they have preserved too much of what ought to perish. What we have to thank 
them for is inestimable; and who could be rich enough in gratitude not to be impoverished 
in view of all that the “spiritual men” of Christianity, for example, have so far done for Europe! 
And yet, when they gave comfort to sufferers, courage to the oppressed and despairing, 
a staff and support to the dependent, and lured away from society into monasteries and 
penitentiaries for the soul those who had been destroyed inwardly and who had become 
wild: how much more did they have to do besides, in order to work with a good conscience 
and on principle, to preserve all that was sick and that suffered - which means, in fact and in 
truth, to worsen the European race? Stand all valuations on their head-that is what they had 
to do. (JGB/BGE 62 KSA 5.81-82).
So in Nietzsche’s estimation, Buddhism and Christianity, as examples of traditional 
moralities, have preserved sickly and long-suffering attitudes, ideas and concepts, and it is 
these attitudes that ought to be allowed to perish. Even though Nietzsche admits here that 
credit may be given for the “considerate and preserving care” that these “sovereign religions” 
have encouraged, their preservation of passive and sickly attitudes has, in his view, in fact 
“worsened” the European race. How have they done this? Nietzsche’s answer is that these 
sovereign religions have turned all previous valuations “on their head.” We can understand 
how Nietzsche thinks this inversion was achieved by considering his development of his 
typology of master and slave moralities.
Already introduced in section 45 of Menschliches Allzumenschliches, Nietzsche develops his 
typology of master and slave moralities in section 260 of Jenseits von Gut und Böse, where he 
explains that “…[w]andering through the many subtler and coarser moralities which have 
so far been prevalent on earth, or still are prevalent, I found that certain features recurred 
regularly together and were closely associated—until I finally discovered two basic types 
and one basic difference (JGB/BGE 260 KSA 5.208). The typology hinted at here is then 
developed in greater depth and detail in Zur Genealogie der Moral.
With Ansell-Pearson, I read Nietzsche’s typology as primarily denoting two “distinct 
psychological types of human agency” (Ansell-Pearson 1994: 129) – the master or noble 
type, and the slave type.22 What unites the two moralities is that for both, values are, as 
22 I say “primarily” since Nietzsche does point out specific historical examples of these types in his 
Genealogie. The slave morality, for example, is typified for Nietzsche by Christianity.
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Nietzsche says “conditions of preservation and enhancement of Will to Power.” (NL 11[73] 
KSA 13.36) What this means from the slave perspective is, however, different from that of 
the nobles. The noble experiences preservation and enhancement not as power over others, 
but as power over herself - as a continual movement of self-overcoming and refinement, in 
the manner of a work of art. As Paul Patton points out: 
If Nietzsche’s conception of human being as governed by the drive to enhance its feeling 
of power breaks the link to actual increase of power, then it also dissolves any necessary 
connection between the human will to power and hostile forms of exercise of power over 
others (Patton 2001: 108) 
Patton (2001:109) explains that the feeling of power could be attained by means of the 
domination of others, but it can equally be acquired through compassion towards others, 
depending on the ethical perspective from which a human being experiences her activity 
(Patton 2001: 109).
Contrary to the noble type, Nietzsche’s slave type feels impotent in comparison with the 
noble; lives a morality of the weak and oppressed; and is pessimistic and suspicious (JGB/
BGE 260 KSA 5.211). The slave type espouses only those values that will ease her suffering. 
This does not, however, mean that Nietzsche sees no value in suffering, but rather that, for 
him, the difference between the two types lies in their differing attitudes towards suffering. 
In Jenseits von Gut und Böse, Nietzsche gives us a clue as to the kind of attitude he deems 
superior:
…ein Philosoph, falls es heute Philosophen geben könnte, [würde] gezwungen sein, die Grösse 
des Menschen, den Begriff “Grösse” gerade in seine Umfänglichkeit und Vielfältigkeit, in seine 
Ganzheit im Vielen zu setzen: er würde sogar den Werth und Rang darnach bestimmen, wie 
viel und vielerlei Einer tragen und auf sich nehmen, wie weit Einer seine Verantwortlichkeit 
spannen könnte. 
…a philosopher, if today there could be philosophers, would be compelled to find the 
greatness of human being, the concept of “greatness,” precisely in his range and multiplicity, 
in his wholeness in manifoldness. He would even determine value and rank in accordance 
with how much and how many things one could bear and take upon himself, how far one 
could extend his responsibility. (JGB/BGE 212 KSA 5.146, modified by CFB)
So Nietzsche does not write off the value of suffering, but rather claims that the attitude 
towards suffering makes the difference. Those who are able to desire to take on as much 
responsibility as they can, rather than trying to avoid it, are of the noble type. Brian Leiter 
explains:
“What is noble?” Nietzsche again asks in a Nachlass note of 1888. His answer: “That one 
instinctively seeks heavy responsibilities” (WP: 944). So it was with Goethe: “he was not 
fainthearted but took as much as possible upon himself, over himself, into himself” (TI IX: 
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49). But the higher type does not seek out responsibilities and tasks arbitrarily. “A great man,” 
says Nietzsche, displays “a long logic in all of his activity…he has the ability to extend his will 
across great stretches of his life and to despise, and reject everything petty about him” (WP: 
962). (Leiter 2001: 117)
Nietzsche’s distinction between the master and slave types is illustrative of his rejection of 
the desire for a universal morality that has pretensions to absolute truth, and it is this desire 
that he diagnoses in the slavish approach. For Nietzsche, the idea of a “general welfare” 
should never be a goal, since in his view it is not even a remotely intelligible concept (JGB/
BGE 228 KSA 5.165). Rather he sees the idea of a general welfare as “…an emetic.” (ibid.). For 
him, “…what is fair for one cannot by any means for that reason alone also be fair for others” 
and so “…the demand of one morality for all is detrimental for the higher man.” (ibid.).23 
Yet, a morality that would be appropriate for the noble type would also be dangerous for 
the slave type, since the slave type cannot bear the burden of responsibility and suffering 
that the noble type can. 
This distinction between the difference in the weight of responsibility and suffering that 
Nietzsche’s types can bear is illustrative of a further difference among types – a difference 
in terms of their “table of goods,” i.e. what they take to be good. Nietzsche explains how the 
judgement “good” originated in history in section two of the first essay of Zur Genealogie der 
Moral. Because, for Nietzsche, the noble type experiences herself as determining values – as 
being value-creating (JGB/BGE 260 KSA 5.209) - the judgement “good” originates with “…
the noble, powerful, high-stationed and high-minded, who felt and established themselves 
and their actions as good, that is of the first rank, in contradistinction to all the low, low-
minded, common and plebeian.” (GM/GM I [2] KSA 5.259)24 The term “bad” is then a term 
that Nietzsche claims that those of the noble type derive from their judgement “good” in 
order to designate the slave types, whom they deem weak, cowardly and obsessed with 
usefulness, rather than with greatness.
Nietzsche then relates how what he calls the “incredible act of revenge” allows for the values 
of the master morality to be replaced by the values of the slaves. As he points out, the slave 
morality has no “real” values of its own - its values are based on a reversal of the values 
23 “…dass, was dem Einen billig ist, durchaus noch nicht dem Andern billig sein kann, dass die 
Forderung Einer Moral für Alle die Beeinträchtigung gerade der höheren Menschen ist…” 
24 “…das Urtheil “gut” rührt nicht von Denen her, welchen “Güte” erwiesen wird! Vielmehr sind 
es “die Guten” selber gewesen, das heisst die Vornehmen, Mächtigen, Höhergestellten und 
Hochgesinnten, welche sich selbst und ihr Thun als gut, nämlich als ersten Ranges empfanden 
und ansetzten, im Gegensatz zu allem Niedrigen, Niedrig-Gesinnten, Gemeinen und 
Pöbelhaften.”
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of the masters.25 Through the mechanism of ressentiment,26 the priestly caste are able to 
enact the “incredible act of revenge,” whether noble values are designated as “evil,” and the 
slave morality is designated as “good.” In effect, the priests achieve an inversion of values by 
judging the masters and their values as being of no value, and by then defining as “good” 
whatever is not associated with master morality.27 Nietzsche summarises the differences 
between the two value systems by saying that the noble man conceives of:
….den Grundbegriff “gut” voraus und spontan, nämlich von sich aus concipirt und von da aus 
erst eine Vorstellung von “schlecht” sich schafft! Dies “schlecht” vornehmen Ursprungs und 
jenes “böse” aus dem Braukessel des ungesättigten Hasses – das erste eine Nachschöpfung, 
ein Nebenher, eine Complementärfarbe, das zweite dagegen das Original, der Anfang, die 
eigentliche That in der Conception einer Sklaven-Moral – wie verschieden stehen die beiden 
scheinbar demselben Begriff “gut” entgegengestellten Worte “schlecht” und “böse” da! Aber 
es ist nicht derselbe Begriff “gut”: vielmehr frage man sich doch, wer eigentlich “böse” ist, im 
Sinne der Moral des Ressentiment. In aller Strenge geantwortet: eben der Gute” der andren 
Moral, eben der Vornehme, der Mächtige, der Herrschende, nur umgefärbt, nur umgedeutet, 
nur umgesehn durch das Giftauge des Ressentiment. 
… the basic concept “good” in advance and spontaneously out of himself and only then 
creates for himself an idea of “bad”! This “bad” of noble origin and that “evil” out of the 
cauldron of unsatisfied hatred—the former an after-production, a side issue, a contrasting 
shade, the latter on the contrary the original thing, the beginning, the distinctive deed in 
25 Reginster (1997) rightly, I think, points out that the phrase “slave morality” refers to the values 
and morals characteristic of that type of valuing, but that the slavish valuation is carried out 
by the priests as a result of their ressentiment of the noble masters. Although he admits that 
Nietzsche appears to maintain the ressentiment valuation is a slave revolt in Zur Genealogie 
der Moral, Reginster insists that ressentiment valuation cannot be the work of the slaves since 
Nietzsche specifically states in Jenseits von Gut und Böse 261 that the slave does not create 
values (JGB/BGE 261 KSA 5.213). As noted by Reginster (ibid.), slave morality could not be the 
system of values the slaves create, since Nietzsche characterises it as what they would create 
should they be capable of doing so (JGB/BGE 260 KSA 5.211). Nietzsche names ressentiment 
valuation a slave revolt only because it involves the negation of noble values (GM/GM I [7-
8] KSA 5.266-269). This characterisation also finds support in Der Antichrist, where Nietzsche 
specifically names the priestly caste as those who wield power inside Judaism and Christianity 
(A/A 24 KSA 6.193).
26 As is pointed out by Reginster, the fundamental difference between ressentiment and resentment 
is that resentment presupposes the condemnation of its object and constitutes a “...reaction of 
disapproval to its occurrence,” whereas ressentiment depends upon the “implicit endorsement 
of the very values embodied by those towards whom it is directed.” (Reginster 1997: 297). To 
maintain this distinction, I will not use the English translation.
27 Nietzsche’s central claim in Zur Genealogie der Moral is that traditional moral values are 
motivated by ressentiment. Specifically, traditional morality is constituted by the distinction 
between good and evil, the feeling of moral guilt, as well as the ascetic ideal, and, for him, all of 
these find their origins in ressentiment.
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the conception of a slave morality—how different these words “bad” and “evil” are, although 
they are both apparently the opposite of the same concept “good.” But it is not the same 
concept “good”: one should ask rather precisely who is “evil” in the sense of the morality of 
ressentiment. The answer, in all strictness, is: precisely the “good man” of the other morality, 
precisely the noble, powerful man, the ruler, but dyed in another colour, interpreted in 
another fashion, seen in another way by the venomous eye of ressentiment (GM/GM I [11] 
KSA 5.274).
Slave morality revolts against the substantive values28 of master morality, but it also 
inverts the noble manner of evaluation. Why? The slave morality is not created through 
spontaneous affirmation in the manner of the masters, but rather through a reactive 
negation. As Nietzsche says “…slave morality always first needs a hostile external world; 
it needs physiologically speaking, external stimuli in order to act at all – its action is 
fundamentally reaction” (GM/GM I [10] KSA 5.271). It says “no” to anything that is different 
to itself (ibid.).
Nietzsche then further relates how, to secure their interests and justify their perspective, 
the slavish values are linked to a specific theoretical framework and so-doing, able to be 
imposed upon the masters. How? By presenting itself not as a perspective, but as absolutely 
“true,” the slave morality disallows the possibility of the existence of any other valid moral 
perspectives. It is a morality that says “…stubbornly and inexorably, ‘I am morality itself, and 
nothing besides is morality’” (JGB/BGE 202 KSA 5.124).29 Why would this be a problem? As 
Walter Kaufmann writes:
In our time…equality is confused with conformity—as Nietzsche sees it—and it is taken to 
involve the renunciation of personal initiative and the demand for general levelling. Men are 
losing the ambition to be equally excellent, which involves as the surest means the desire 
to excel one another in continued competition, and they are becoming resigned to being 
equally mediocre. Instead of vying for distinction, men nurture a ressentiment against all that 
is distinguished, superior, or strange. (Kaufmann 1974: 404-05).
In this way, the “incredible act of revenge” is completed, where the values as well as the 
manner of valuation of the nobles are rejected, and in their place are inversions of those 
values, and a manner of valuation that is reactive, rather than creative.
The preceding discussion yields a number of difficulties of which I discuss only three here. 
The first difficulty is that Nietzsche’s typology of the master and slave moralities, connected 
as it is to Christianity, hardly seems to be an accurate explanation of the origin of values. 
As is pointed out by Joas (2000: 28), for example, the “…social and economic ethics of 
28 The noble type values, for example, strength, self-respect, and the ability to bear responsibility, 
while the slave type values, for example, timidity, humbleness, and altruistic ideals.
29 “…sie sagt hartnäckig und unerbittlich ‘ich bin die Moral selbst, und nichts ausserdem ist 
Moral!’”
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the world religions cannot be reduced to a common denominator as easily as Nietzsche 
suggests”. Using the critiques of Max Scheler and Max Weber, Joas shows up the difficulties 
involved in the Nietzschean analysis, concluding that Weber’s position seems “…more 
plausible from a psychological and historical point of view.” (Joas 2000: 29). Joas (2000: 32) 
does, however, concede that a more sympathetic interpretation of Nietzsche’s position 
is possible, one which reads Nietzsche’s typology and his understanding of valuation as a 
plea for the “…virtue of singular self-legislation, the ethics of sovereign uniqueness” (ibid.) 
As was previously mentioned, with Ansell-Pearson (1994: 129), I read Nietzsche’s typology 
of master and slave moralities primarily as denoting two different psychological types of 
human agency, and as such, my reading would be regarded as a sympathetic one in Joas’ 
estimation. I do not take Nietzsche’s typology as having to be strictly historically accurate, 
especially since Nietzsche himself does not claim that his genealogy is “true.”30 On the 
contrary, in several passages Nietzsche admits that his historical accounts are meant to be 
taken as hypothetical.31 Nietzsche explains his real concern thus:
Im Grunde lag mir gerade damals etwas viel Wichtigeres am Herzen als eignes oder fremdes 
Hypothesenwesen über den Ursprung der Moral (oder, genauer: letzteres allein um eines 
Zweckes willen, zu dem es eins unter vielen Mitteln ist). Es handelte sich für mich um den 
Werth der Moral…
Actually, just then I was preoccupied with something much more important than my own or 
anyone else’s hypotheses about the origin of morality (or, to be more exact: the latter interest 
was completely subordinate to a single goal to which it is merely one among many means). 
For me, what was at stake was the value of morality… (GM/GM “Vorrede”“Preface” 5, KSA 
5.251 modified by CFB).
Nietzsche’s genealogical history is then intended to develop his readers’ ability to question 
their established perspectives, and his hypothesis about the origin of morality is considered 
subordinate to his interest in the question of the value of morality. It could, however, be 
objected that Nietzsche does specifically claim that his genealogy provides “the real history 
of morality” rather than “English hypothesis-mongering into the blue” since he believes 
it can access “…what has been documented, what is really ascertainable, what has really 
existed, in short, the whole long hieroglyphic text, so difficult to decipher, of humanity’s 
moral past.” (GM/GM “Vorrede” “Preface” 7 KSA 5.254). In my view, Owen (2007: 140) 
provides a useful suggestion towards reconciling these contradictory claims. He suggests 
that drawing a sharp distinction between fictional and historical accounts in the context 
of Nietzsche’s genealogy is misleading, and suggests rather that the genealogy be seen 
30 Nietzsche’s genealogy of morality is then not the simple creation of a history of morality. Rather, 
it involves a critical consideration of the history of morality by revealing the values that gave 
it its origin. As such, his genealogical method can be seen as one way Nietzsche exposes and 
destroys previous, traditional conceptions of the history of morality. 
31 See for example GM/GM II [16] and [17] KSA 5.320-324.
146
 Nietzsche, Values and Revaluation
as standing to the history of morality as “…a (great) portrait stands to the subject of the 
painting.” (ibid.) As Owen (ibid.) explains, seeing the genealogy as expressing the history of 
morality through an artistic device does not imply that it is not a truthful representation 
of the character of that history, in the same way that just because a portrait provides a 
deliberate simplification of perspective does not mean that it is not a truthful representation 
of the character of a person portrayed in that portrait. However, even if such an approach 
to Nietzsche’s presentation of the master and slave moralities is granted, there are two 
other, more pressing problems, that I discuss together, to consider.
The second difficulty I discuss is that Nietzsche’s characterisation implies that the values 
adopted by individuals and communities will vary over time and between individuals and 
communities. As a result, he is sometimes accused of endorsing a kind of relativism when it 
comes to values. The final difficulty I consider is that, because Nietzsche links the creation of 
values to the human individual, he is also sometimes accused of maintaining a subjectivist 
position. As I show, however, if we consider his characterisation of the “subject,” as well as 
his perspectivalist approach, such conclusions are difficult to support.
Against Subjectivism and Relativism:  
The Esteeming Being, Perspectivalism and Valuation
There are at least three closely related reasons why it is difficult to charge Nietzsche with 
a simplistic value relativism, i.e. the view that “anything goes” when it comes to valuation. 
The first has to do with the way in which Nietzsche characterizes the act of valuation. From 
the exposition on values and valuation previously presented, it may seem as if Nietzsche 
is claiming that valuation is merely something that we do.32 Yet what he claims elsewhere 
demonstrates that he goes further than this: his position, in my reading, is that what we do 
(value) is a reflection of what we are (e-valuative creatures). Why?
Ungerechtsein nothwendig. – Alle Urtheile über den Werth des Lebens sind unlogisch 
entwickelt und desshalb ungerecht. Die Unreinheit des Urtheils liegt erstens in der Art, wie 
das Material vorliegt, nämlich sehr unvollständig, zweitens in der Art, wie daraus die Summe 
gebildet wird, und drittens darin, dass jedes einzelne Stück des Materials wieder das Resultat 
32 This is how Richard Schacht (1985: 347-349) characterises Nietzsche’s understanding of 
values. Schacht claims that Nietzsche believes that values can be measured independently of 
human acts of valuing, basing his inference on Nietzsche’s call for a rank-ordering of values in 
Zur Genealogie der Moral. Schacht concludes from this that Nietzsche thinks that values are 
objective in nature. Schacht’s view cannot, however, be sustained, specifically because, as I show 
in this section, Nietzsche sees valuation as an integral part of perception itself. If valuation for 
Nietzsche is not merely something we do, then it is difficult to defend a position that posits 
that values can be measured and investigated independently of our acts of valuation, as Schacht 
does. Schacht’s position is important, however, since it highlights one of the important problems 
that emerges in Nietzsche’s conception of values, i.e. how can Nietzsche call for a rank-ordering 
of values if values are not objective in nature?
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unreinen Erkennens ist und zwar diess mit voller Nothwendigkeit. Keine Erfahrung zum 
Beispiel über einen Menschen, stünde er uns auch noch so nah, kann vollständig sein, so dass 
wir ein logisches Recht zu einer Gesammtabschätzung desselben hätten; alle Schätzungen 
sind voreilig und müssen es sein. Endlich ist das Maass, womit wir messen, unser Wesen, keine 
unabänderliche Grösse, wir haben Stimmungen und Schwankungen, und doch müssten wir 
uns selbst als ein festes Maass kennen, um das Verhältniss irgend einer Sache zu uns gerecht 
abzuschätzen. Vielleicht wird aus alledem folgen, dass man gar nicht urtheilen sollte; wenn 
man aber nur leben könnte, ohne abzuschätzen, ohne Abneigung und Zuneigung zu haben! 
– denn alles Abgeneigtsein hängt mit einer Schätzung zusammen, ebenso alles Geneigtsein. 
Ein Trieb zu Etwas oder von Etwas weg, ohne ein Gefühl davon, dass man das Förderliche 
wolle, dem Schädlichen ausweiche, ein Trieb ohne eine Art von erkennender Abschätzung 
über den Werth des Zieles, existirt beim Menschen nicht. Wir sind von vornherein unlogische 
und daher ungerechte Wesen, und können diess erkennen: diess ist eine der grössten und 
unauflösbarsten Disharmonien des Daseins.
Unfairness necessary. All judgments about the value of life have developed illogically and 
therefore unfairly. The impurity of judgment lies firstly in the way the material is present, 
namely, very incompletely; secondly, in the way it is assessed, and thirdly, in the fact that 
every separate part of the material again results, as is absolutely necessary, from impure 
knowledge. No experience of human being, for example, however close he is to us, can be 
so complete that we would have a logical right to evaluate him in totality. All evaluations 
are premature, and must be so. Finally, the gauge by which we measure, our own nature, 
is no unchangeable quantity; we have moods and vacillations; yet we would have to know 
ourselves to be a fixed gauge if we were to evaluate fairly the relationship of any one thing 
to ourselves. Perhaps it will follow from all this that one ought not to judge at all; if only 
one could live without evaluating, without having disinclinations and inclinations! For all 
disinclination depends upon an evaluation, just as does all inclination. Human being cannot 
experience a drive to or away from something without the feeling that he desires what is 
beneficial and is avoiding what is harmful, without evaluating knowingly the merit of the 
goal. We are from the start illogical and therefore unfair beings, and this we can know: it is 
one of the greatest and insoluble disharmonies of existence (MAM/HH I [32] KSA 2.51-52, 
emphasis CFB).
In this aphorism, Nietzsche’s claim that “…all evaluations are premature and must be so,” 
means, in my view, that we cannot conclude that valuation is, for Nietzsche, something 
hitched on to our ideas or actions as an afterthought, but rather something that is already 
part of our very “illogical” and “unfair” being human. Indeed, Nietzsche is careful to 
point out further along in the aphorism under discussion that all our “inclinations” and 
“disinclinations” depend upon evaluation. Support for my interpretation is also found in 
his unpublished notes, where Nietzsche, for example, makes clear his contention that all 
our sense perceptions are completely permeated by valuations (NL 2 [95] KSA 12.107-
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108).33 For him, even our sensations of pleasure and pain are the “…effects of instinctually 
regulated, complicated valuations” (NL 26 [94] KSA 11.175).34 As a result, valuation is not 
something we do after we have perceived things or sensations, but rather is an integral 
part of perception itself. As Nietzsche says, valuing “…cannot annihilate itself” since it is 
“life” (NL 5[1] 234 KSA 10.214).35 If this is right, i.e. that Nietzsche thinks that valuation is 
part of what we are, then it already seems difficult to characterize Nietzsche’s account of 
valuation as proposing that “anything goes” or that all is subjective, and it also precludes 
the conclusion that he thinks values are objective. Indeed, at this point it seems already 
that Nietzsche’s understanding of values is much closer to Heidegger’s than Heidegger 
allows, since it yields what I would call a proto-contextualist36 understanding of values, 
rather than one that can be said to be objectivist or subjectivist.37
The second, and related, reason why Nietzsche’s understanding of valuation does not 
seem to fit into a simple relativist mould results from a more detailed consideration of his 
perspectivalism. In an unpublished note from 1884, Nietzsche explicitly links the act of 
valuation and his perspectivalist approach:
Einsicht: bei aller Werthschätzungen handelt es sich um eine bestimmte Perspective: 
Erhaltung des Individuums, einer Gemeinde, einer Rasse, eines Staates, einer Kirche, eines 
Glaubens, einer Cultur
- vermöge des Vergessens, daβ es nur ein perspektivisches Schätzen giebt, wimmelt alles von 
widersprechenden Schätzungen und folglich von widersprechenden Antrieben in Einem 
33 “Es ist kein Zweifel, daβ alle Sinneswahrnehmungen gänzlich durchsetzt sind mit 
Werthurtheilen...”
34 “Lust und Unlust sind Wirkungen complizirter von Instinkten geregelter Werthschätzungen.”
35 “Das Werthschätzen selber aber kann sich nicht vernichten: das aber ist das Leben.”
36 As is pointed out by Wachterhauser (1986), a contextualist theory rejects the notion that reality 
“in itself” can be grasped because the meaning of a phenomenon or a proposition depends on 
the whole of which it is a part, or, depends on the context in which it has a function. This implies 
that all understanding will necessarily be an understanding relative to the standpoint of the 
enquirer, and so, contextualism implies that the meaning of what we understand will change 
as the context and its constituents change (ibid.). I characterise Nietzsche’s position as proto-
contextualist due to his assertion that valuation is not something we do after we have perceived 
things or sensations, but rather is an integral part of perception itself, and so our valuations 
always take place within a context.
37 Heidegger’s position is a contextualist one par excellence. Given his assertion of our situatedness 
in language and history in Sein und Zeit, Heidegger argues that our very ability to understand at 
all comes from our participation in the contexts that make reality meaningful in the first place 
(SZ: 62; BaT: 58). For him, our understanding of anything new is dependent upon our ability to 
relate that new phenomenon to our existing understandings and concerns. However, Heidegger 
notes that these understandings also change in the course of our enquiries and so points us to 
what is known as the hermeneutical circle (SZ: 315; BaT: 291). This circle explains the way in 
which human knowledge evolves within a particular historical and linguistic framework without 
us ever being able to escape that framework.
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Meschen. Dies ist der Ausdruck der Erkrankung am Menschen, im Gegensatz zum Thiere, wo 
alle vorhandenen Instinkte ganz bestimmten Aufgaben genügen.
- dies widerspruchvolle Geschöpf hat aber an seinem Wesen eine groβe Methode der 
Erkenntniβ: er fühlt viele Für und Wider – er erhebt sich zur Gerechtigkeit – zum Begreifen 
jenseits des Gut- und Böseschätzens. 
Der weiseste Mensch wäre der reichste an Widersprüchen, der gleichsam Tastorgane 
für alle Arten Mensch hat: und zwischeninnen seine groβen Augenblicke grandiosen 
Zusammenklangs – der hohe Zufall auch in uns!
Eine Art planetarischer Bewegung - 
Insight: All estimations of values are a matter of a definite perspective: the maintenance of 
the individual, a commonality, a race, a state, a church, a belief, a culture
Due to the forgetfulness that there are only perspectival evaluations, all sorts of contradictory 
evaluations and thus contradictory drives swarm inside one person. This is the expression 
of the diseased condition in humanity, in opposition to the condition in animals, where all 
instincts play particular roles. 
- this contradictory creature has however in his nature a great method of knowing: he feels 
many fors and againsts - he raises himself up to justice - to a comprehension beyond the 
valuation of good and evil. 
The wisest human being would be the richest in contradictions, who as it were, has feelers for 
all kinds of humans: and right among them has his great moments of grandiose harmony – a 
rare accident even in us!
- A sort of planetary motion - (NL 26 [119] KSA 11.181-182, WP 259, modified by CFB)
What is significant for my purposes in this note is that Nietzsche here again associates the 
creation of values with the “maintenance” of both the individual and the larger collective. 
But he also makes another move: he forges a direct link between his perspectivalism and 
the creation of values. How? In the first line of the note, Nietzsche contends that the values 
that we create are created because of our particular perspective (the individual or the larger 
commonality). From the way the first line is phrased, it may seem as if Nietzsche is claiming 
that our perspective is something added on to our “essential” self. The second line, however, 
dispels this kind of mis-reading: Nietzsche there asserts that there are only perspectival 
evaluations, i.e. that all our evaluations cannot be other than perspectival. As such, this line 
points his readers towards a very specific way of approaching Nietzsche’s perspectivalism.
As was mentioned in a footnote in the previous chapter, perspectivalism can be defined 
as Nietzsche’s attempt to advance an understanding of the self and of knowledge that 
does not posit any particular position (or self) as final (Strong 1985: 164). But this does 
not, as I have already indicated to some extent, mean that he claims that what we see can 
be anything we wish it to be, and so imply a simplistic relativist position. If Nietzsche’s 
perspectivalism is interpreted as the claim that what we see is merely shaped by our point 
of view, i.e. if we read the first line of the note under consideration without heeding what 
he claims in the second, then we could certainly come to such a conclusion. However, if 
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we read the first line in conjunction with the second, then it becomes clear that Nietzsche 
is not postulating that we interpret the world from a particular perspective, but rather 
that we are perspectives,38 and, even more radically than that, that we are a number of 
perspectives held together.39 To better understand these claims, one needs to turn to a 
consideration of Nietzsche’s approach to philosophy, and also to his view of the “subject.”
Nietzsche is deeply mistrustful of any philosophy that takes its impetus from the question 
“What is…?” As he points out, asking for a definition in this way is really an attempt to mask 
the hidden interests of the inquirer:
Das “was ist das?” ist eine Sinn-Setzung von etwas Anderem aus gesehen. Die “Essenz”, die 
“Wesenheit” ist etwas Perspektivisches und setzt eine Vielheit schon voraus. Zu Grunde liegt 
immer “was ist das für mich?” (für uns, für alles, was lebt usw.) 
The question ‘What is that?’ is an imposition of meaning seen from the perspective of 
something else. The ‘essence,’ ‘the essential nature,’ is something perspectival and already 
presupposes a multiplicity. At bottom always lies ‘what is that for me?’ (for us, for everything 
that lives, and so on.) (NL 2 [149] KSA 12.140, WP 556, modified by CFB) 
As such, Nietzsche’s approach to philosophy is to call into question the traditional way 
of understanding it as a set of abstract logical, ethical or ontological problems that can 
be answered “objectively” - in isolation from the interests of the questioner. As a result, 
when Nietzsche writes about truth, he does, in a number of instances, explicitly reject 
the “absolute” view of truth, i.e. the view that there can be one universal and timeless 
characterisation of the world.40 In this context, E. E. Sleinis (1994) provides an explanation of 
exactly how Nietzsche’s perspectivalism constitutes a denial of the essential features of this 
“absolute” view. Sleinis explains that Nietzsche 1) rejects the idea that there is no one true 
and complete account of the world; 2) claims that there is no objective characterisation of 
38 This is also pointed out by Cox (1999: 137). My interpretation of Nietzsche’s perspectivalism 
is most closely aligned, I think, to that of Cox, who highlights Nietzsche’s rejection of “…the 
traditional epistemological ideal of a ‘God’s eye view’” (Cox 1999: 4). Cox’s aim is to show how “…
an antifoundationalist philosophy can avoid vicious relativism” (1999: 3), and reads Nietzsche’s 
perspectivalism as a naturalist, holist and antifoundationalist theory of knowledge. By contrast, 
the interpretations by, for example, Leiter (1994) and Clark (1990) do not, as far as I can see, 
acknowledge the anti-foundationalist flavour of Nietzsche’s perspectivalism, and as a result, 
cannot, I think, successfully navigate challenges such as the authority problem.
39 As Nietzsche says: “It is our needs that interpret the world: our drives and their For and Against. 
Every drive is a kind of lust to rule; each one has its perspective that it would like to compel all 
the other drives to accept as a norm.” (NL 7 [60] KSA 12.315; WP 481, modified by CFB).
40 The question of Nietzsche’s view on truth has been discussed by numerous commentators, and 
remains a contentious issue. See for example Maudemarie Clark (1990) and Richard Schacht 
(1983). As is pointed out by Reginster (2006: 6), Nietzsche is more often concerned about the 
“value” of truth, rather than its nature, and so this makes the task of ascertaining Nietzsche’s 
precise view on truth a challenging task.
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the world independent of interpretation, and that these interpretations are always open to 
revision; 3) asserts that these interpretations are in some way dependent upon the “knowing 
being” whose interests affect her interpretations; and 4) states that an appropriate way 
of interpreting the world for one being may not be appropriate for another (Sleinis 1994: 
23-25). Sleinis (ibid.) concludes that perspectivalism is then the view that every belief is 
ultimately relative to the perspective formed by the beliefs, needs, desires and affects of the 
“subject” who adopts it. I agree with Sleinis’ reading in terms of his first, second and fourth 
points, but my reading departs from his in terms of his third point and his conclusion. 
On these points, my reading is closer to that of Strong (1985), who interprets Nietzsche’s 
perspectivalism in a more radical fashion. For Strong (1985), Nietzsche’s perspectivalism is 
not only focused on what is “external” to the “self,” but is equally applicable to Nietzsche’s 
view of the “self”:
Perspectiv[al]ism, then, does not consist in asserting […] that I “should” have or support a 
number of different points of view. It asserts, rather, that “I” am a number of different ways of 
knowing and that there is no such entity as a permanent or privileged self. (Strong 1985: 177)
This reading finds support in Zur Genealogie der Moral where Nietzsche says:
Hüten wir uns nämlich, meine Herrn Philosophen, von nun an besser vor der gefährlichen 
alten Begriffs-Fabelei, welche ein “reines, willenloses, schmerzloses, zeitloses Subjekt 
der Erkenntniss” angesetzt hat […] Es giebt nur ein perspektivisches Sehen, nur ein 
perspektivisches “Erkennen”; und je mehr Affekte wir über eine Sache zu Worte kommen 
lassen, je mehr Augen, verschiedene Augen wir uns für dieselbe Sache einzusetzen wissen, um 
so vollständiger wird unser “Begriff” dieser Sache, unsre “Objektivität” sein. 
From now on, my philosophical colleagues, let us be more wary of the dangerous old 
conceptual fairy-tale which has set up a “pure, will-less, painless, timeless, subject of 
knowledge” […] There is only a perspective seeing, only a perspective “knowing”; the more 
affects we allow to speak about a thing, the more eyes, various eyes we are able to use for the 
same thing, the more complete will be our “concept” of the thing, our “objectivity” (GM III 
[12] KSA 5.365) 
Nietzsche is here indicating that for him, the word “objectivity” can only be used in scare 
quotes, i.e. we can never obtain a complete, objective understanding of anything. He does, 
however, allow for a certain limited “objectivity,” one that results from us using as many 
‘eyes’ as possible to understand something. These eyes are for Nietzsche our affects. As he 
says:
[D]as moralische Wertschätzen ist eine Auslegung, eine Art zu interpretiren. Die Auslegung 
selbst ist ein Symptom bestimmter physiologischer Zustände, ebenso eines bestimmten 
geistigen Niveaus von herrschenden Urtheilen. Wer legt aus? – Unsere Affekte. 
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[M]oral evaluation is an interpretation, a way of interpreting. The interpretation itself is a 
symptom of certain physiological conditions, likewise of a certain spiritual level of ruling 
judgements: Who interprets? – Our affects. (NL 2 [190] KSA 12.161, WP 254, modified by 
CFB)
To understand what Nietzsche means when he claims that it is our affects that interpret, 
it is necessary to return to a consideration of Nietzsche’s conception of human being, this 
time with special emphasis on his view of human being as a body, with that body conceived 
of as being a multiplicity of changing desires, instincts and sensations. Nietzsche’s view of 
the human being - as a body, and as a multiplicity - is expressed in a number of instances. 
In the context of identifying the self with the body, Nietzsche’s Zarathustra proclaims, for 
example, that “…the body is a great sagacity, a multiplicity with one sense, a war and a 
peace, a flock and a shepherd” (Z I “Von den Verächtern des Leibes”; “Of the Despisers of 
the Body”, KSA 4.39, modified by CFB).41 In addition, in Jenseits von Gut und Böse, Nietzsche 
writes: “Our body is but a social structure composed of many souls” (JGB/BGE 19 KSA 
5.33),42 and again, in an unpublished note, he asserts that “…the ego is a plurality of person-
like forces […] The subject leaps around.” (NL 6 [70] KSA 9. 211-212).43 In 1885 he makes 
his hypothesis explicit:
Die Annahme des Einen Subjekts ist vielleicht nicht nothwendig; vielleicht ist es ebensogut 
erlaubt, eine Vielheit von Subjekten anzunehmen, deren Zusammenspiel und Kampf unserem 
Denken und überhaupt unserem Bewuβtsein zu Grunde liegt? […]
Meine Hypothesen: das Subjekt als Vielheit 
The assumption of one single subject is perhaps unnecessary; perhaps it is just as permissible 
to assume a multiplicity of subjects, whose interaction and struggle is the basis of our 
thought and consciousness in general? […]
My hypothesis: The subject as multiplicity (NL 40 [42] KSA 11.650, WP 490).
This view of the human being is in contradistinction to the philosophers’ misunderstanding 
of human being as “…an aeterna veritas, as a thing that remains constant in the midst of 
all turbulence, as a sure standard of things” (MAM/HH I [2] KSA 2.24),44 and is congruent 
with the reading of Nietzsche’s view of becoming as presented in the previous chapter. For 
Nietzsche, our lives consist of our physical sensations, our instincts, needs and emotions. 
There is no “essential self,” no independent rational mind or soul that can be freed from our 
41 “Der Leib ist eine grosse Vernunft, eine Vielheit mit Einem Sinne, ein Krieg und ein Frieden, eine 
Heerde und ein Hirt.”
42 “…unser Leib ist ja nur ein Gesellschaftsbau vieler Seelen…”
43 “…das ego ist eine Mehrheit von personenartigen Kräften […] Das Subjekt springt herum…”
44 The full line reads: “Unwillkürlich schwebt ihnen “der Mensch” als eine aeterna veritas, als ein 
Gleichbleibendes in allem Strudel, als ein sicheres Maass der Dinger vor.”
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bodily existence. We are simply a plurality of moods and instincts held together by a will 
(NL 40 [21] KSA 11.638-639).45
So, if Nietzsche rejects the idea of the “subject” as a willing, atomic unity, claiming that the 
“subject” is a simplification that has been invented, he can also reject the conclusion that 
everything is subjective. He does this explicitly in an unpublished note, where he says:
“Es ist alles subjektiv” sagt ihr: aber schon das ist Auslegung, das “Subjekt” ist nichts 
Gegebenes, sondern etwas Hinzu-Erdichtetes, Dahinter-Gestecktes. – Ist es zuletzt nöthig, 
den Interpreten noch hinter die Interpretation zu setzen? Schon das ist Dichtung, Hypothese
“Everything is subjective,” you say: but even this is interpretation, the ‘subject’ is nothing 
given, it is something added and invented and projected behind what there is. – Finally, is it 
necessary to posit an interpreter behind the interpretation? Even this is invention, hypothesis 
(NL 7 [60] KSA 12.315, WP 481, modified by CFB). 
Nietzsche’s perspectivalism cannot, therefore, be understood as the perspective of 
a subject since the subject itself is for Nietzsche a fiction that we have invented. All 
evaluation is for Nietzsche always a way of interpreting, and positing an interpreter behind 
an interpretation is also our invention.
The third and final reason demonstrating why Nietzsche’s account of values and valuation 
does not constitute a crude form of relativism is found in his own claims that certain ideas 
can indeed be said to be “better” than others, and that certain “types” can also be said to be 
“better” than others. He describes, for example, his own task as genealogist as “replac[ing] 
the improbable with the more probable” (GM/GM “Vorrede” “Preface” 4 KSA 5.252).46 In 
other words, he sees his own role as producing interpretations that are purportedly “better” 
than those currently in use. He says, for example, that:
Ich leugne nicht, wie sich von selber versteht – vorausgesetzt, dass ich kein Narr bin -, das 
viele Handlungen, welche unsittlich heissen, zu vermeiden und zu bekämpfen sind; ebenfalls, 
das viele, die sittlich heissen, zu thun und zu fördern sind, - aber ich meine: das Eine wie das 
Andere aus anderen Gründen, als bisher. 
It goes without saying that I do not deny—unless I am a fool—that many actions called 
immoral ought to be avoided and resisted, or that many called moral ought to be done and 
encouraged—but I think the one should be encouraged and the other avoided for other 
reasons than hitherto (MR/D 103 KSA 3.91-92).
45 The question remains as to whether all Nietzsche really does is replace the traditional notion of 
the subject as substantial agent with the more physiological notion of the subject as a plurality 
of interpreting “affects,” i.e. that his view of the subject constitutes only a reversal of the priority 
of the “mind” over the “body” that characterises Cartesian dualism. I address this issue in Botha 
(2014), as well as in the third section of this chapter.
46 “…an Stelle des Unwahrscheinlichen das Warscheinlichere setzend…”
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So Nietzsche’s perspectivalist position does not imply that we cannot judge certain actions 
or ideas as better or worse than others, but rather only that we cannot claim universal and 
objective truth for any claim. What is additionally significant about the above quotation 
is Nietzsche’s stated aim to provide different reasons for judging certain actions as ones 
to be avoided or encouraged than those that have been traditionally provided. What 
could these reasons be, and why are different reasons necessary? Although I suspend a 
fuller consideration of this question until the next section in which I discuss the authority 
problem in the context of Nietzsche’s re-valuation of values, there are two important 
points to explore here. Firstly, claiming that certain ideas are better than others does not 
commit Nietzsche to an objectivism about values as is claimed by theorists like Richard 
Schacht (1985). As was explained in a footnote earlier in this chapter, Schacht (1985) claims 
that Nietzsche’s call for a rank ordering of values commits him to an objectivism about 
values. However, as I explained in that note, Nietzsche’s position, as I read it, is a proto-
contextualist one, and so his call for a rank ordering of values need not necessarily commit 
him to an objectivism about values. Nor does it, I think, lead us to conclude with Leiter 
(2000) that Nietzsche does not, in fact, believe his evaluative perspective is privileged along 
any epistemic dimension. The question remains, however, as to which “different reasons” 
Nietzsche proposes to allow us to judge certain actions or ideas as better than others, and 
why these reasons would be regarded as superior to others. It is this question that I discuss 
in the section to follow, where I engage with what has been called the “authority” problem. 
The current section has attempted to provide an exposition of Nietzsche’s understanding 
of values and valuation. I have argued that Nietzsche’s perspectivalist position does not 
constitute an objectivism or a subjectivism when it comes to values. Rather, my view is that 
his perspectivalism can be read as a kind of contextualism that can escape the charge of 
a crude value relativist position of “anything goes.” In the next section of this chapter, I 
develop this reading in the context of an examination of Nietzsche’s proposed revaluation 
of values, and with it, the authority problem that was mentioned above.
Section 2: The Revaluation of All Values
In this section of the chapter, my focus is upon developing an understanding of Nietzsche’s 
proposal of a revaluation of all values (Umwerthung aller Werthe). Despite the proposal 
receiving increasing attention in the secondary literature,47 its meaning and importance 
47 Some recent examples of commentators who develop interpretations of Nietzsche’s revaluation 
are E. E. Sleinis (1994), Thomas Brobjer (1996), Aaron Ridley (2005), Kathleen Higgins (2006) and 
David Owen (2007). In addition, a special issue of the Journal of Nietzsche Studies (Issue 39, 2010) 
has also been devoted to the theme. There are certainly less recent examples of attempts to 
interpret the revaluation, such as Philippa Foot’s (1973) “Nietzsche: The Revaluation of Values,” 
and Richard Schacht’s (1983) “Nietzsche,” but these earlier contributions are far fewer in number 
than the more recent contributions. 
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in Nietzsche’s thinking remains disputed. I begin this section by clarifying why I choose to 
translate the Umwertung as “revaluation.” I then briefly discuss Nietzsche’s conception of 
nihilism as catalyst for the Umwertung-proposal and lastly, critically consider possible ways 
of interpreting the proposal. My discussion in this part of the section, which includes a brief 
discussion of the authority problem, then functions to prepare the way for an analysis, in 
the final section of this chapter, of Heidegger’s objections to value thinking in the context 
of Nietzsche’s revaluation proposal.
Translating the Umwerthung
As was previously mentioned, one of the difficulties in attempting to develop an 
interpretation of the Umwerthung aller Werthe is the question of translation. Duncan 
Large’s (2010) essay on the varying ways in which the German expression has been 
translated and the consequences of the choice of translation, is instructive in this regard. 
As Large (ibid.) points out, differing translations of the term Umwerthung reflect differing 
understandings of Nietzsche’s intentions, and so the choice of translation is a crucial 
aspect of any interpretation. Large (ibid.) posits that the reason why no standard English 
translation of Umwerthung has been definitively embraced is that these two main options 
- “transvaluation” and “revaluation” - are roughly equally good and equally bad. Using 
“transvaluation” is problematic for Large (ibid.) because it carries with it undesirable 
connotations of “transcendent or transcendental” evaluation, connotations that would, 
I agree, be highly inappropriate in the context of some of Nietzsche’s writing. The use of 
“revaluation” also has its own disadvantages, chief of which is, as Large (ibid.) also points 
out, that it is more closely associated in English with financial vocabulary than Umwerthung 
is in German. In this context, Manuel Dries (2010: 48) cautions, for example, that the English 
‘revaluation’ is used as a translation of the “…German ‘Neubewertung,’ ‘Nachbewertung,’ or 
‘Aufwertung,’ i.e., to evaluate something for a second time (primarily in a financial context).” 
As a result, for Dries (ibid.), revaluation does not depict the sense of the transformation 
of traditional values that Nietzsche intended with the term and so he prefers to utilize 
“transvaluation.” There is, however, another enticing option open to commentators and 
translators – one suggested by Daniel Conway.48 Conway suggests that we should perhaps: 
… take advantage of the ambiguity of Umwerthung and employ the term revaluation 
to describe any reversal of existing values, while reserving the term transvaluation for the 
originary act of creating new values. In this light, any Umwerthung accomplished by Nietzsche 
himself must therefore constitute a revaluation of all values. (Conway 2002: 182). 
Conway (ibid.), rightly I think, reads Nietzsche as positing that new values can be created in 
two ways: either from an “originary act of creation” or from a “reversal of existing values.” 
As Conway (ibid.) explains, for Nietzsche, the former, “active” mode of Umwerthung is only 
48 It must be noted that there are other contributions where both “revaluation” as well as 
“transvaluation” are used, including that of Tracy B. Strong (2010). 
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open to healthy peoples and ages, whilst the latter, “reactive” mode of Umwerthung is open 
to those for whom the exercise of spontaneous self-expression is not available. Indeed, as 
Conway (ibid.) notes, Nietzsche himself admits to only being able to challenge and perhaps 
reverse the values of his age, unlike the philosophers of the future whom he anticipates will 
be the “legislators of new values” (JGB/BGE 211 KSA 5.145). As Nietzsche explains:
Dieser Mensch der Zukunft, der uns ebenso vom bisherigen Ideal erlösen wird, als von dem, 
was aus ihm wachsen musste, vom grossen Ekel, vom Willem zum Nichts, vom Nihilismus, 
dieser Glockenschlag des Mittags und der grossen Entscheidung, der den Willen wieder 
frei macht, der der Erde ihr Ziel und dem Menschen seine Hoffnung zurückgiebt, dieser 
Antichrist und Antinihilist, dieser Besieger Gottes und des Nichts – er muss einst kommen… 
This human being of the future will redeem us, not just from the ideal held up till now, 
but also from those things which had to arise from it, from the great nausea, the will to 
nothingness, from nihilism, that stroke of midday and of great decision that makes the will 
free again, which gives earth its purpose and human being his hope again, this Antichrist and 
anti-nihilist, this conqueror of God and of nothingness – he must come one day…(GM/GM II 
[24] KSA 5.336, modified by CFB)
Despite its attractiveness, Conway’s distinction has not garnered much usage (Large 
2010). It is my view that the reason why it has not caught on is that it would be difficult to 
implement the use of such a “double” translation in practice. The difficulty in implementing 
its use is, I think, precisely what prompts Conway to propose the distinction in the first 
place – the very ambiguity of the Umwerthung. As a result, I choose to utilise “revaluation” 
as a translation for the term, whilst all the while attempting to make clear how I think 
Nietzsche intends the term by providing details of the contexts in which it is used. I choose 
“revaluation” above “transvaluation” since it is my view that the use of “revaluation” is 
less problematic in terms of the connotations it carries as compared to “transvaluation.” 
This is similar to the view of Thomas Brobjer, who also provides two additional reasons for 
preferring the use of “revaluation:”
Sometimes Umwerthung is translated, less accurately, as transvaluation. This translation is 
less suitable since the meaning of Umwerthung for Nietzsche is closer to revaluation than to 
transvaluation. [...] This is also shown by the synonyms which he uses for Umwerthung, such 
as Umkehrung (= reversal) and umkehren (= turn back) and Umdrehung (= turn, revolution, 
rotation) and umdrehen (= turn round, turn over, turn back). Finally, considering that 
Nietzsche was no stranger to the coining of words and phrases, it seems likely that he would 
have coined the words Transwerthung and transwerthen if transvaluation was what he meant. 
(Brobjer 1995: 296, n10).49
49 Brobjer is not, however, consistent in this preference for “revaluation.” As I later discuss, he 
uses both “revaluation” and “transvaluation” in his 1996 article in which he describes various 
interpretations of the Umwerthung-proposal.
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So, in addition to being less problematic in the connotations it carries, “revaluation” is also 
less contentious because it is in keeping with the synonyms Nietzsche sometimes uses for 
the Umwerthung. In addition, as Large (ibid.) notes, it is probable that Nietzsche would 
have used the prefix “trans-” if his intention was a “transvaluation.” Keeping in mind that 
my choice of translation admittedly has repercussions for the way in which I interpret the 
Umwerthung, it is to that interpretation that I now turn.
Nihilism and Revaluation
In order to understand Nietzsche’s proposal of an Umwerthung aller Werthe, one needs 
to first consider his view of the relationship between nihilism50 and values. This is because 
it is nihilism51 and the various responses to it that prompt Nietzsche’s proposal of an 
Umwerthung. As was already mentioned in a footnote in the previous chapter, my view is, 
with Schrift (1990: 57), that Nietzsche’s conception of nihilism can be fruitfully explained in 
terms of what Jacques Derrida has concluded from his examination of the term pharmakon 
(Derrida 1981: 63-171).52 As I explained there, Derrida stresses the ambiguity in the meaning 
of this word, showing that it can mean both remedy and poison.53 How would this relate 
to Nietzsche’s work? Nietzsche could be seen as characterising nihilism as a pharmakon 
50 Even though nihilism is generally associated with the work of Nietzsche and Heidegger, it already 
originated as a distinct philosophical concept in the eighteenth century. As Michael Gillespie 
(1995: 65) explains, “…the concept of nihilism first came into general usage as a description 
of the danger [German] idealism posed for the intellectual, spiritual, and political health of 
humanity. The first to use the term in print was apparently F. L. Goetzius in his De nonismo et 
nihilismo in theologia (1733).”
51 It must be noted that my aim here is not to develop a complete assessment of Nietzsche’s 
conception of nihilism, nor to explore all the critical responses to it. Rather, I aim only to provide 
an exposition thereof that allows me to develop a critical appreciation of the Umwerthung-
proposal.
52 This is also discussed by a number of other theorists including, for example, René Girard (2005: 
311). It is also in line with Heidegger’s reading in this regard. As Heidegger points out: “Nietzsche 
understands by nihilism the devaluing of the highest values up to now. But at the same time 
he takes an affirmative stand toward nihilism in the sense of a “revaluing of all previous values.” 
Hence the name “nihilism” remains ambiguous, and seen in terms of its two extremes, always 
has first of all a double meaning, inasmuch as, on the one hand, it designates the mere devaluing 
of the highest values up to now, but on the other hand it also means at the same time the 
unconditional countermovement to devaluing. (GA 5: 224; WN: 167-168, emphasis CFB).
53 Indeed, when Nietzsche asks what value values have in the preface to Zur Genealogie der Moral, 
he answers: “We need a critique of moral values, the value of these values should itself, for 
once, be examined-- and so we need to know about the conditions and circumstances under 
which the values grew up, developed and changed (morality as result, as symptom, as mask, 
as tartuffery, as sickness, as misunderstanding; but also morality as cause, remedy, stimulant, 
inhibition, poison) (GM/GM “Vorrede” “Preface” 6, KSA 5.253, emphasis CFB). As such, reading 
nihilism as both a remedy and poison is in line with his characterisation of the values of 
traditional morality.
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in the sense that, born of the valuations of Platonism and Christianity, nihilism can be 
diagnosed as a poison – a sign of decay and decadence. However, in other places, Nietzsche 
characterises nihilism in such a way that it can also act as a remedy. How? Nihilism, as the 
denial of a “truthful world” could be, as Nietzsche says, “…a god-like way of thinking” (NL 9 
[41] KSA 12.354).54 
To understand the above, the connection between nihilism and valuation in Nietzsche’s 
thinking requires further elaboration. In an oft-quoted note of 1887 that highlights the 
ambiguity he reads into nihilism, Nietzsche asks after the meaning of nihilism. His answer 
is that nihilism is a “normal condition” (NL 9 [35] KSA 12.350). It is, as he says elsewhere, 
the “…necessary consequence of our valuations thus far” (NL 2 [100] KSA 12.109). How 
could this be? For Nietzsche, nihilism essentially means that “…the highest values devaluate 
themselves” but also that “[i]t is ambiguous.” (NL 9 [35] KSA 12.350).55 There are two 
important points made here. First, Nietzsche characterises the experience of nihilism as 
being the result of our highest values having devaluated themselves.56 For Nietzsche, it is 
the values held highest by Platonism and Christianity that devalue what, for him, makes 
values and valuing possible in the first place – the activity of creation.57 As has previously 
been discussed, from the perspective of Platonism, the “world of becoming” – our world - is 
merely unreliable appearance. Platonism provides “an escape” from the world of becoming 
by passing “…sentence on this whole world of becoming as a deception and to invent a world 
beyond it, a true world” (NL 11 [99] KSA 13.47-48).58 From the perspective of Christianity, 
on the other hand, our world may be acknowledged as real, but it is still conceived of as 
merely a passage to another, better form of existence. Despite their differences, however, 
54 “…eine göttliche Denkweise…”
55 “…daβ die obersten Werthe sich entwerthen. Er ist zweideutig…”
56 It could be claimed that Nietzsche contradicts himself because he posits elsewhere that nihilism 
is not a philosophical problem, but rather the symptom of a specific physiological condition. 
He says, for example, that “…the question whether not-to-be is better than to be is itself a 
disease, a sign of decline, an idiosyncrasy. The nihilistic movement is merely the expression of 
physiological decadence.” (NL 17 [8] KSA 13.529, WP 38). In my view, however, his philosophical 
and physiological conceptions of nihilism are compatible, specifically because of Nietzsche’s 
conception of human being that was outlined in the previous section. If we take Nietzsche’s 
understanding of human being seriously, then nihilism can, I think, be unproblematically 
understood from both points of view.
57 Alexander Nehemas (1985), Brian Leiter (2001) and Bernard Reginster (2009) have all 
highlighted the importance of creativity in Nietzsche’s outlook. As Reginster (2009: 52) points 
out, Nietzsche’s valuation of creativity is related to his valuing of becoming and impermanence. 
Traditionally, happiness is considered to be a result of a feeling of rest and unity, but Nietzsche 
rather celebrates impermanence and confrontation – creativity without end.
58 “…so bleibt als Ausflucht übrig, diese ganze Welt des Werdens als Täuschung zu verurtheilen 
und eine Welt zu erfinden, welche jenseits derselben liegt, als wahre Welt.”
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both Platonism and Christianity encourage human being to seek meaning in the beyond.59 
As Nietzsche explains, the essence of Christian asceticism lies in this idea:
Der Gedanke, um den hier gekämpft wird, ist die Werthung unsres Lebens seitens der 
asketischen Priester: dasselbe wird (sammt dem, wozu es gehört, “Natur,” “Welt,” die 
gesammte Sphäre des Werdens und der Vergänglichkeit) von ihnen in Beziehung gesetzt zu 
einem ganz andersartigen Dasein, zu dem es sich gegensätzlich und ausschliessend verhält, es 
sei denn, das es sich etwa gegen sich selber wende, sich selbst vereine: in diesem Falle, dem 
Falle eines asketischen Lebens, gilt das Leben als eine Brücke für jenes andre Dasein. Der Asket 
behandelt das Leben wie einen Irrweg, den man endlich rückwärts gehn müsse, bis dorthin, 
wo er anfängt; oder wie einen Irrthum, den man durch die That widerlege – widerlegen solle 
The idea at issue here is the valuation the ascetic priest places on our life: he juxtaposes 
it (along with what pertains to it: “nature,” “world,” the whole sphere of becoming and 
transitoriness) with a quite different mode of existence which it opposes and excludes, unless 
it turn against itself, deny itself: in that case, the case of the ascetic life, life counts as a bridge 
to that other mode of existence. The ascetic treats life as a wrong road on which one must 
finally walk back to the point where it begins, or as a mistake that is put right by deeds—that 
we ought to put right (GM/GM III [11] KSA 5.362).
Under the influence of Platonism and Christianity, human being could blindly maintain her 
belief that her highest values, such as the Good, the True or the Perfect, originated outside 
of becoming. As Nietzsche explains, under such a view:
Die Herkunft aus etwas Anderem gilt als Einwand, als Werth-Anzweifelung. Alle obersten 
Werthe sind ersten Ranges, alle höchsten Begriffe, das Seiende, das Unbedingte, das Gute, das 
Wahre, das Volkommne – das Alles kann nicht geworden sein, muss folglich causa sui sein.
It is an objection for something to come from something else, it casts doubt on its value. All 
the supreme values are of the first rank, all the highest concepts, Being, the Unconditioned, 
the Good, the True, the Perfect – none of these could have become, and so they must be 
causa sui. (GD/TI “Die ‘Vernunft’ in der Philosophie” “Reason in Philosophy” 4 KSA 6.76)
As such, the values that Christianity and Platonism espouse are assumed to be causes of 
themselves, and so-doing devalue the activity of creation. Nihilism is then the name that 
Nietzsche gives to the process by which the highest values self-destruct as a result of the 
very premises upon which they are constructed.60 Nietzsche singles out three:
59 As Nietzsche puts it in Ecce Homo: “The concept of ‘God’ invented as a counter-concept of 
life,—it makes a terrible unity of everything that is most harmful, poisonous, slanderous, the 
whole deadly hostility to life! The concept of the ‘beyond,’ the ‘true world’ invented in order to 
devalue the only world there is,—to deprive our earthly reality of any goal, reason or task!”(EH/
EH “Warum ich ein Schiksal bin” “Why I am a Destiny” 8 KSA 6.373-374).
60 Nietzsche explains this in section 27 of the Genealogie when he claims that: “All great things 
bring about their own destruction through an act of self-overcoming […] After Christian 
truthfulness has drawn one inference after another, it must end by drawing its most striking 
inference, its inference against itself.” (GM/GM III [27] KSA 5.410, modified by CFB)
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Das Gefühl der Werthlosigkeit wurde erzielt, als man begriff, daβ weder mit dem 
Begriff “Zweck”, noch mit dem Begriff “Einheit”, noch mit dem Begriff “Wahrheit” der 
Gesammtcharakter des Daseins interpretirt werden darf […] alle diese Werthe sind, 
psychologisch nachgerechnet, Resultate bestimmter Perspektiven der Nützlichkeit zur 
Aufrechterhaltung und Steigerung menschlicher Herrschafts-Gebilde: und nur fälschlich 
projicirt in das Wesen der Dinge. 
The feeling of valuelessness was reached with the realisation that the overall character of 
existence may not be interpreted by means of the concept of “aim,” nor with the concept of 
“unity,” nor with the concept of “truth” […] all these values are, psychologically considered, 
results of certain perspectives of utility to maintain and increase human constructs of 
domination: and they have been falsely projected into the essence of things (NL 11 [99] KSA 
13.48, WP 12, modified by CFB).
Nietzsche’s point here is that the feeling of valuelessness that is nihilism arises from a 
realisation that these three values – “aim,” “unity” and “truth” –have been wrongly posited 
as revealing the essence of things. This is in line with Nietzsche’s rejection of static Being and 
his rejection of teleology as discussed in the previous chapter, as well as his perspectivalism 
as discussed in the current chapter. 
Once human being comes to the realisation that her highest values are in fact mere 
expressions of changeable human interests, their exalted status dissipates, and the sense 
of security they provide disappears. Nietzsche famously explains the resultant feeling 
of valuelessness in the madman’s proclamation of the death of God in aphorism 125 of 
Die fröhliche Wissenschaft. With the madman’s announcement of the death of God, the 
realisation that the underpinning for human being’s highest values has dissolved is writ 
large. The “all-too-human” origins of these highest values is exposed, and as a result, 
they are no longer able to lull human being into a false sense of security and comfort. A 
condition of depression and exhaustion could follow from this realisation, which Nietzsche 
calls passive nihilism – “a decline and recession of the power of the spirit” (NL 9 [33] KSA 
12.350).61 Passive nihilism is, in Nietzsche’s estimation, the attitude of the person who is no 
longer motivated by her current goals and values: “[P]assive nihilism: as a sign of weakness: 
the strength of the spirit can be tired, exhausted, so that the previous goals and values are 
insufficient and no longer inspire belief” (NL 9 [35] KSA 12.351, WP 23, modified by CFB).62 
The passive nihilist is resigned to an existence that she knows is worthless, but she does not 
have the strength to go beyond her state of exhaustion and depression at that realisation.
61 The full note reads: “der Mangel an Zucht: in der Zukunft braucht es viel Askese für die Stärkung 
des Willens, das freiwillige Sich-Versagen.”
62 “…der passive nihilism: als ein Zeichen von Schwäche: die Kraft des Geistes kann ermüdet, 
erschöpft sein, so daβ die bisherigen Ziele und Werthe unangemessen sind und keinen Glauben 
mehr finden.”
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Yet, as was previously mentioned, the second part of the note under discussion names 
nihilism as “ambiguous.” It becomes clear why, when considering the rest of the note. 
Nietzsche distinguishes “active nihilism” as a “…sign of the increased power of the spirit.” 
(NL 9 [35] KSA 12.350, WP 23, modified by CFB). In Nietzsche’s view, active nihilism is the 
attitude of the person whose values and goals no longer carry significance because she is 
too strong for them: “[A]ctive nihilism […] can be a sign of strength: The energy of the spirit 
has grown so great that previous goals […] are insufficient. […] On the other hand, a sign of 
insufficient strength now to go on productively to posit a goal, a why” (ibid.).63 So the active 
nihilist is still a nihilist because even though she has enough strength to destroy current 
values and goals, she does not have enough strength to create new ones to replace them. 
Conway (2002:111) summarises what is, in my view, the most significant point of difference 
between the two types thus: “Whereas active nihilists can afford to behold the world in 
its painful, amoral immanence, passive nihilists must first interpose saving, metaphysical 
fictions between themselves and the world.”64 As such, the nihilism can, for Nietzsche, 
generate “two possible futures” (Caygill 2000: 191) - the active or passive - depending upon 
the response to the realisation that the highest values have devalued themselves. 
With Heidegger, I read Nietzsche’s own attacks on traditional religious, moral, and 
philosophical values like the Good, the True and the Perfect as active nihilism in action.65 
Why? When Nietzsche suggests a means to approach the feeling of valuelessness which is 
nihilism, he suggests that we “give up our faith” in the three previously mentioned premises 
upon which the valuations of Christianity and Platonism are erected – aim, unity and 
absolute truth. He says:
Gesetzt, wir haben erkannt, in wiefern mit diesen drei Kategorien die Welt nicht mehr 
ausgelegt werden darf und daβ nach dieser Einsicht die Welt für uns werthlos zu werden 
anfängt: so müssen wir fragen, woher unser Glaube an diese 3 Kategorien stammt – 
versuchen wir, ob es nicht möglich ist, ihnen den Glauben zu kündigen. Haben wir diese 3 
Kategorien entwerthet, so ist der Nachweis ihrer Unanwendbarkeit auf das All kein Grund 
mehr, das All zu entwerthen. 
63 “[A]ktiver nihilism […] kann ein Zeichen von Stärke sein: die Kraft des Geistes kann so 
angewachsen sin, daβ ihr die bisherigen Ziele […] unangemessen sind. Andrerseits ein Zeichen 
von nicht genügender Stärke, um produktief sich nun auch wieder ein Ziel, ein Warum? Einen 
Glauben zu setzen.”
64 It is for this reason that I believe that fictionalist accounts of Nietzsche’s theory of value such as 
Nadeem J. Z. Hussain’s (2009: 175) recent proposal that Nietzsche is encouraging a fictionalist 
value practice of “…regarding things as valuable even when we know that they are not” need to 
be approached with caution.
65 There are numerous examples of such attacks that could be mentioned here. One notable 
example is Nietzsche’s attack on the value of pity. Persons who value pity value it because they 
consider it to be a selfless act – an act motivated by caring. Nietzsche, however, demonstrates 
that pity is in fact a selfish act because even though “…it feigns concern,” it “in fact gloats” 
(Solomon 2003: 96).
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Suppose we realize how the world may no longer be interpreted in terms of these three 
categories, and that the world begins to become valueless for us after that insight: then we 
have to ask about the sources of our faith in these 3 categories. Let us try if it is not possible 
to give up our faith in them. Once we have devaluated these 3 categories, the demonstration 
that they cannot be applied to the universe is no longer any reason for devaluating the 
universe” (NL 11 [99] 2, KSA 13.48-49, WP 12, CFB).
Nietzsche is here suggesting that we give up our faith in these categories by devaluating 
them, i.e. by showing that they cannot be applied to the universe, and it is this that he 
attempts to do in his own work. It seems to me that this could be characterised as active 
nihilism in action. As Gregory Bruce Smith (1996: 162) points out, Nietzsche “…heightens 
the self-conscious awareness that man alone is the source of all valuation” in order to “…
accelerate and bring to a climax the decay of the old values, which were no longer believable 
but were inhibiting new growth.” So, in addition to devaluating the categories of aim, unity 
and absolute truth, Nietzsche also devaluates the very concept of value, by showing that 
its source is in human being herself, and so, that values are not sacrosanct, but open to 
revision and change.
Nietzsche’s allegory of the “Three Metamorphoses” (Z/Z I “Von den drei Verwandlungen” 
“On the Three Metamorphoses KSA 4.29-31) is useful in this regard. In the allegory, 
Zarathustra tells a story about the spirit66 of human being, claiming that it has morphed 
from an unspecified beginning into a camel, then into a lion, and proposes that in the 
future, perhaps it can be transformed into a child. What do these metaphorical images 
conjured by Zarathustra represent?
As a beast of burden, the camel metaphorically carries the burden of traditional morality 
– the traditional Platonic and Judeo-Christian values. The camel, overladen with the 
heavy weight of traditional morality, sees no need to create new values. Yet, eventually, 
as Zarathustra relates, the camel enters its “loneliest desert,” where the spirit of man 
vanquishes the “last gods” (ibid.). This is because a second metamorphosis takes place - the 
camel is transformed into a lion. The lion’s “I will” stands in opposition to the “Thou shalt” 
of the dragon battled by the lion – a dragon with scales that glitter with the “values of a 
thousand years” (ibid.) The lion is needed to say a “sacred no” to duty and “…create itself 
freedom for new creation” (ibid.) The implication is that to create new values, one must first 
create freedom for oneself to create values and this requires the overthrow of traditional 
morality. As a destroyer of values, the lion is able to create the conditions necessary for the 
creation of new values, but the lion cannot, however, create values itself. It is, as Zarathustra 
66 Nietzsche’s use of the word “spirit” should not, I think, be misinterpreted as implying that a 
human being is a duality of body and spirit. Rather, the word should be understood here in the 
sense intended by the fifth century Attic Greek use of the word psyche. See Siemens and Roodt 
(2008: 746-47) for a discussion. I provide an argument against the conclusion that Nietzsche’s 
self constitutes an inversion of the priority of mind and body later in this chapter.
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admits, incapable of saying a “sacred yes” (ibid.). As such, the lion is representative of active 
nihilism in action, and is, in my view, reflective of Nietzsche’s own task of sounding out the 
idols with his hammer and showing them for what they are - simply hollow. 
As a metaphorical lion, it is Nietzsche’s task to bring nihilism to its completion by exposing 
its origins in the highest values of European culture, and so doing, make possible a new 
“party of life.” As he says:
Werfen wir einen Blick ein Jahrhundert voraus, setzen wir den Fall, dass mein Attentat auf 
zwei Jahrtausende Widernatur und Menschenschändung gelingt. Jene neue Partei des Lebens, 
welche die grösste aller Aufgaben, die Höherzüchtung der Menschheit in die Hände nimmt, 
eingerechnet die schonungslose Vernichtung alles Entartenden und Parasitischen, wird jenes 
Zuviel von Leben auf Erden wieder möglich machen, aus dem auch der dionysische Zustand 
wieder erwachsen muss. Ich verspreche ein tragisches Zeitalter […] 
Let us look ahead a century; let us suppose that my attempt to assassinate two millennia of 
anti-nature and desecration of human being were to succeed. That new party of life which 
would tackle the greatest of all tasks, the attempt to raise humankind higher, including 
the relentless destruction of everything that was degenerating and parasitical, would again 
make possible that excess of life on earth from which the Dionysian state, too, would have 
to awaken again. I promise a tragic age. (EH/EH “Die Geburt der Tragödie” “The Birth of 
Tragedy” 4 KSA 6.313).
The work of Nietzsche as lion – his attempt to expose and then “…assassinate two millennia 
of anti-nature and the desecration of human being” is active nihilism. Yet what he hints at 
in the above quotation is that active nihilism leads to a different state that is achieved once 
everything that is “degenerating and parasitical” has been destroyed - complete nihilism. 
Complete nihilism is for Nietzsche“…the necessary consequence of the ideals entertained 
hitherto” (NL 10 [42] KSA 12.476, WP 28).67 When all traditional values are destroyed, 
and a state of complete nihilism is reached, nihilism can then be left behind because room 
has been made for the positing of new values. As such, the lion is preparatory for a third 
metamorphosis – into the child. The child represents for Nietzsche “…innocence and 
forgetting, a new beginning, a game, a self-propelled wheel, a first movement, a sacred ‘yes’” 
(Z/Z I “Von den drei Verwandlungen” “On the Three Metamorphoses” KSA 4.31).68
At this point, it is appropriate to consider Heidegger’s understanding of nihilism in contrast 
to Nietzsche’s as has been discussed previously. As was already mentioned in a footnote in 
chapter 2, Heidegger’s understanding of nihilism differs significantly from Nietzsche’s. As I 
explained there, nihilism is, for Heidegger, the result of our failure to think the Nothing. As 
Krell (WPA: xviii-xix) explains, thinking the Nothing means, from Heidegger’s perspective, 
67 “In wiefern der vollkommene Nihilism die nothwendige Folge der bisherigen Ideale ist.”
68 “Unschuld ist das Kind und vergessen, ein Neubeginnen, ein Spiel, ein aus sich rollendes Rad, 
eine erste Bewegung, ein heiliges Ja-sagen.”
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a “…thoughtful confrontation with the nihil in our mortal human existence, as well as in 
the history of the oblivion of Being and the abandonment by Being.” As such, Heidegger 
thinks that “…nihilism cannot be overcome from the “outside” nor by “…tearing away at it 
or shoving it aside” (NI: 442; ERS: 179). 
Yet, this does not mean that Nietzsche’s understanding of nihilism is unimportant to 
Heidegger. As Joanna Hodge explains, Nietzsche is important to Heidegger because he:
…begins to diagnose the dangers and paradoxes of nihilism. However, to understand 
nihilism, it is no longer sufficient to be a physician of culture: it is now necessary to diagnose 
not cultures but the whole of human existence. Heidegger’s discussion of nihilism continually 
returns to a reading of Nietzsche, but also continually admits the need to go beyond the 
thinking of Nietzsche (Hodge 1995: 70).
In Zur Seinsfrage (On the Question of Being), Heidegger identifies some of the approaches to 
oppose nihilism that he considers unworkable. Reactive attempts to “restore the past” try to 
find “salvation in flight” (GA 9: 220; QB: 296)69 and so are unable to respond to the spread 
of nihilism in a meaningful way. Metaphysical abstractions – attempts to flee from nihilism 
– are equally unhelpful in Heidegger’s view (ibid.). In addition, abandoning metaphysics and 
replacing it with “logistics, sociology and psychology” (ibid.) is, for him, also not an adequate 
response. What then could Heidegger be proposing when he encourages “entering into a 
critical encounter” (ibid.) with the essence of nihilism as an alternative?
For Heidegger, the overcoming of nihilism requires placing the Nothing back into a 
relation with Being. As he explains, an overcoming of nihilism can only be attained when 
the “…essence of the Nothing that was once related to Being can arrive and be accepted 
by us mortals” (GA 9: 238; QB: 310).70 The Nothing of nihilism can only be understood 
as a negative force if it is understood in a way that is disconnected from Being. And, the 
connection Heidegger makes with value thinking in this regard becomes clear when we 
consider his claim that “…to think in values is to kill radically. It not only strikes down beings 
as such in their being-in-themselves, but it also puts Being entirely aside” (GA 5: 263; WN: 
196, modified by CFB).71 I return to this point in the third section of this chapter, when I 
consider Heidegger’s objections to value thinking in a more focused manner.
69 “Am besten zeugen dafür die ausschlieβlich re-aktiven Versuche gegen den Nihilismus, die, statt 
auf eine Auseinandersetzung mit seinem Wesen sich einzulassen, die Restauration des Bisherigen 
betreiben.”
70 “Vermutlich kommt es erst dann zu dieser Überwindung, wenn statt das Anscheins des 
nichtigen Nichts das einsther ins ‘Sein’ verwandte Wesen des Nichts ankommen und bei uns 
Sterblichen unterkommen kann.”
71 “…das Denken in Werthen [is] das radikale Töten. Es schlächt das Seiende als solches nicht nur in 
Seinem An-sich-sein nieder, sondern es bringt das Sein gänzlich auf die Seite.”
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Saying Yes and No?
I have posited that Nietzsche’s work in the Genealogie and elsewhere can be seen as part 
of his attempts to reveal the unsustainability of the premises upon which the traditional 
values of the Christian-Platonic approach are built, and so-doing, to accelerate their self-
destruction. As I have already shown to some extent, there is ample evidence to support a 
reading of Nietzsche’s work as being destructive in nature. Nietzsche himself confirms such 
a reading in Ecce Homo:
Das Letzte, was ich versprechen würde, wäre, die Menschheit zu ‘verbessern’. Von mir werden 
keine neuen Götzen aufgerichtet; die alten mögen lernen, was es mit thönernen Beinen auf 
sich hat. Götzen (mein Wort für ‘Ideale’) umwerfen – das gehört schon eher zu meinem 
Handwerk. 
The last thing I should promise would be to ‘improve’ mankind. No new idols are erected by 
me: let the old ones learn what feet of clay mean. Overthrowing idols (my word for ‘ideals’) – 
that comes closer to being part of my craft. (EH/EH “Vorwort” “Preface” 2 KSA 6.258)
There are a number of critical tools that Nietzsche uses to overthrow these hollow idols 
of the Christian-Platonic approach. One of these is his genealogical method, that, as was 
previously mentioned, Nietzsche uses to critically re-interpret the history of traditional 
conceptions of morality by considering the values out of which they originated. By 
revealing “…the hidden history of philosophy, the psychology of its great names,” (EH/EH 
“Vorwort” “Preface” 2 KSA 6.259), Nietzsche’s genealogical method can be seen as one way 
he uses to expose and thereby prompt the demise of previous, traditional conceptions of 
morality. Another method that Nietzsche uses to great effect in his destructive enterprise 
is irony. As pointed out by Van Tongeren (2000: 144, 145), for example, in his attempts to 
question the “most seductive philosophical opposition” – that between truth and falsity – 
Nietzsche uses irony “as an instrument to overcome the self-referential consequences of his 
suspicion.” And, he does not hesitate to turn his ironic gaze back onto himself. Ecce Homo, 
for example, could be argued to be a text that reveals an ironic Nietzsche who is engaged 
in a kind of self-parodic deconstruction of his own work. As David Owen (1995) points 
out, Ecce Homo is oftentimes read as a work exemplifying the heroic self-overcoming of 
nihilism. However, the text also reveals an ironic Nietzsche. This double character of the 
text is, for Owen (1995) revealed in the titles of the “Why I am so Wise;” “Why I am so 
Clever” and “Why I write such good books.” All these titles could be read as “…both an 
inflationary monumental construction of heroic authority and a deflationary critical and 
ironic undermining of such authority.” (Owen 1995).
Yet despite Nietzsche’s claim that he erects no new idols, there is evidence that suggests 
that he also sees his own task as more than a mere acceleration of the self-destruction of 
the traditional values. To mention one example, in the last section of Götzen-Dämmerung, 
Nietzsche gives a specific context and meaning to his revaluation of all values: 
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Die Tragödie […] [d]as Jasagen zum Leben […] das nannte ich dionysisch […] die ewige Lust 
des Werdens […] Und damit berühre ich wider die Stelle, von der ich einstmals ausgieng – 
die “Geburt der Tragödie” war meine erste Umwerthung aller Werthe: damit stelle ich mich 
wieder auf den Boden zurück, aus dem mein Wollen, mein Können wächst – ich, der letzte 
Jünger des Philosophen Dionysos, - ich, der Lehrer der ewigen Wiederkunft… 
Tragedy [. . .] affirmation of life [. . .] is what I called Dionysian [. . .] the eternal joy of becoming. 
[. . .] And with that I again return to the place from which I set out—the Birth of Tragedy was 
my first revaluation of all values: with that I again plant myself in the soil out of which I draw 
all that I will and can —I, the last disciple of the philosopher Dionysus. —I, the teacher of the 
eternal recurrence . . . (GD/ TI “Was ich den Alten verdanke” “What I owe the Ancients” 5 
KSA 6.160).
In claiming that the Geburt der Tragödie constitutes his “first” revaluation of values, as well as 
his association of such a revaluation with images of growth (planting himself in a particular 
soil); the “affirmation of life” and “eternal joy,” it seems that the revaluation is more than a 
destructive project for Nietzsche. Another example is found in Ecce Homo, where Nietzsche 
names the Umwerthung in Jenseits von Gut und Böse as the “no-saying, no-doing” part of 
his task. However, he there also specifically identifies Also sprach Zarathustra as the positive 
component of his re-valuative project, with the books that follow as the negative (EH/EH 
“JGB” “BGE” 1 KSA 6.350). So, Nietzsche here divides his work into two distinct phases – a 
yes-saying part that characterizes the works written between 1878 and 1885, and a no-
saying part that characterizes the works written after 1885, with the two parts of his task 
divided by Jenseits von Gut und Böse, published in 1885. How can this division of yes-saying 
and no-saying be reconciled, and what does this mean for our understanding of Nietzsche’s 
revaluation effort?
A number of theorists have attempted to work out how Nietzsche’s own writings could 
constitute a revaluation of values that is not only destructive, i.e. that his work can be read 
as also being a yes-saying. One example of such a contribution that could be highlighted 
in this context is that of Sarah Kofman (1993). Kofman’s argument is that the “families” 
of metaphor that we find in Nietzsche’s work can be seen as “…concrete illustrations of 
his re-valuation of values.”(Kofman 1993: 16, 82). In Kofman’s view, Nietzsche’s strategic 
rehabilitation of the tradition’s metaphors is what in fact allows for a revaluation of the 
values implicit in these traditional metaphors. For her, Nietzsche’s use of metaphor itself 
exemplifies this revaluation insofar as the use of metaphor within the philosophical 
tradition has been devalued. As such, Kofman’s argument shows how Nietzsche’s project 
can indeed be understood as having a constructive aspect in terms of its rehabilitation of 
metaphor.
Similar to Kofman, Hermann Siemens (2001, 2007) also identifies a constructive effort at 
work in Nietzsche’s own texts. He singles out Nietzsche’s earlier works such as Die Geburt 
der Tragödie and their agonal portrayal of morality, in order to describe how Nietzsche’s 
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work allows for a consideration of the transformation of revenge on the basis of repetition 
(Siemens 2001, 2007). Siemens’ argument is, in short, that through Nietzsche’s own agonal 
discourse, a reactive system of internalised aggression is made external by means of active 
deeds of limited philosophical “aggression.” This allows, in Siemens’ view, for a therapeutic 
transformation of destructive into constructive philosophical impulses (Siemens 2001).
It could also, I think, be argued that Nietzsche’s constructive effort is evident in at least 
two other ways: his positing of perspectivalism, as well as his understanding of becoming.72 
As I showed in Chapter 2, Nietzsche explores becoming as a repudiation of the concept 
of static Being, rather than remaining caught up in the usual Western metaphysical 
opposition between Being and non-Being. As such, Nietzsche’s work in this respect 
could be interpreted as constructive in the sense of positing a changed understanding of 
traditional ontological categories. The same could be said of his perspectivalist position 
that I discussed earlier in this chapter. As I explained there, Nietzsche is not claiming that 
there is no truth whatsoever, but rather claiming that there is no absolute or unconditional 
truth. In a footnote in Chapter 1, I explained how Nietzsche ridicules the philosophers’ 
search for absolute truth, characterizing it as a failed courtship with a veiled woman. For 
Nietzsche, the philosophers believe that it is possible to completely unveil this woman - 
to reveal the truth in all its nakedness – whereas his own conception of truth underlines 
the idea that truth is always necessarily partial and incomplete. In this way, Nietzsche’s 
positing of perspectivalism is another example of how his work does not merely destroy the 
traditional value of absolute truth, but rather is constructive in its proposing of a different 
way of understanding truth. In Jenseits von Gut und Böse, however, Nietzsche explains that 
perspectivalism is only a pre-condition for the possibility of the creation of new values:
Es mag zur Erziehung des wirklichen Philosophen nöthig sein, dass er selbst auch auf allen 
diesen Stufen einmal gestanden hat, auf welchen seine Diener, die wissenschaftlichen Arbeiter 
der Philosophie, stehen bleiben, - stehen bleiben müssen; er muss selbst vielleicht Kritiker und 
Skeptiker und Dogmatiker und Historiker und überdies Dichter und Sammler und Reisender 
und Rähselrather und Moralist und Seher und „freier Geist“ und beinahe Alles gewesen sein, 
um den Umkreis menschlicher Werthe und Werth-Gefühle zu durchlaufen und mit vielerlei 
Augen und Gewissen, von der Höhe in jede Ferne, von der Tiefe in jede Höhe, von der Ecke in 
jede Weite, blicken zu können. Aber dies Alles sind nur Vorbedingungen seiner Aufabe: diese 
Aufgabe selbst wil etwas Anderes, - sie verlangt. Dass er Werthe schaffe.
72 The manner in which I have interpreted Nietzsche’s conception of the will to power as well as 
the eternal return in the previous chapter could likewise also be seen as a constructive aspect of 
his revaluation. As I argued there, the will to power can be read as Nietzsche’s attempt to explain 
the quality of reality understood in a way that cannot be reduced to the traditional conception 
of static Being, and as such, constitutes a non-traditional “ontology.” Similarly, my reading of the 
eternal return is one which postulates that Nietzsche first and foremost attempts to develop 
the concept of the return as a way to expose the inadequacies of the “staticist” worldview (Dries 
2008: 2). Both these concepts are intimately connected to Nietzsche’s rejection of static Being, 
and his celebration of becoming, and so all three could be seen as positive or constructive 
moments in Nietzsche’s thinking.
168
 Nietzsche, Values and Revaluation
It may be necessary for the education of a genuine philosopher that he himself has also once 
stood on all these steps on which his servants, the scientific labourers of philosophy remain 
standing — have to remain standing. Perhaps he himself must have been critic and skeptic 
and dogmatist and historian and also poet and collector and traveller and solver of riddles 
and moralist and seer and “free spirit” and almost everything in order to pass through the 
whole range of human values and value feelings and to be able to see with many different 
eyes and consciences, from a height and into every distance, from the depths into every 
height, from a nook into every expanse. But all these are merely preconditions of his task: this 
task itself demands something different — it demands that he create values (JGB/BGE 211 
KSA 5.144, modified by CFB).
In this passage, Nietzsche describes how “genuine philosophers” need to pass through a 
range of perspectives - from critic and skeptic to poet and historian – in order to prepare for 
the task of creating values. A perspectivalist approach appreciates that valuations are always 
necessarily limited and partial, and so creates the space necessary for the creation of values, 
but does not itself constitute that creation, since as was mentioned previously, Nietzsche 
the lion, who slashes and tears his way through the old idols, reserves the role of creating 
new values for the “philosophers of the future.” What could the creation of new values 
constitute, if Nietzsche intends it to mean something different from his own constructive 
efforts outlined above? In the section to follow, I identify three senses of Umwerthung that 
appear in Nietzsche’s writings, and attempt to work out what these imply for his proposal 
of the creation of new values that he reserves for the philosophers of the future. Before 
I can turn to that task, however, I return to the question that prompted this part of the 
section – the question of how it is that the constructive and destructive impulses I have 
identified in Nietzsche’s own thinking of the Umwerthung can be reconciled. Put differently, 
the problem is “[h]ow shall the one who selects and rejects, breeds and destroys, possibly 
be the same as the one who unconditionally affirms everything that is, was, and will be, 
without condemning everything?” (Müller-Lauter 1999c: 99).73
A possible answer to this question can be found in the interpretation presented by Herman 
Siemens (2009). For Siemens (ibid.), the Nietzschean Umwertung is a “philosophical war-
praxis” that does not aim to destroy the values being challenged, but rather, it sets out to “…
resist and limit their tyranny so as to open and reopen the question of overcoming.” Reading 
Nietzsche in this way means that Siemens is able to describe Nietzsche’s “art of warfare” 
as a “…dynamic of reciprocal affirmation or empowerment, and reciprocal limitation or 
disempowerment – a combination of both affirmative and negative moments” (Siemens 
2009). Siemens achieves his reading by investigating how Nietzsche characterises the Greek 
agon. Specifically, in Siemens’ explanation, in Homers Wettkampf, Nietzsche sees the agon 
73 It must be noted that this quote is used in the context of Müller-Lauter’s discussion of Nietzsche’s 
Übermensch, and so is used out of its context here. However, the question being asked here 
is the same as the one under discussion – how to reconcile the moments of Vernichtung in 
Nietzsche’s work with its constructive, yes-saying aspects.
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as only allowing for temporary victors, since an absolute victor would destroy the agon 
itself (Siemens 2009: 197). Siemens posits that the Nietzschean Umwerthung is similarly not 
destructive, but rather productive and experimental. There is certainly much evidence to 
support such a reading, including Nietzsche’s claim that:
Ich habe dem bleichsüchtigen Christen-Ideale den Krieg erklärt (sammt dem, was ihm nahe 
verwandt ist), nicht in der Absicht, es zu vernichten, sondern nur um seiner Tyrannei ein Ende 
zu setzen und Platz frei zu bekommen für neue Ideale, für robustere Ideale … Die Fortdauer 
des christlichen Ideals gehört zu den wünschens-werthesten Dingen, die es giebt: und schon 
um der Ideale willen, die neben ihm und vielleicht über ihm sich geltend machen wollen – sie 
müssen Gegner starke Gegner haben, um stark zu werden. – So brauchen wir Immoralisten 
die Macht der Moral; unser Selbsterhaltungstrieb will, da  unsere Gegner bei Kräften bleiben, 
- will nur Herr über sie werden. – 
I have declared war on the anemic Christian ideal (together with what is closely related to it) 
not with the aim of destroying it but only of putting an end to its tyranny and clearing the 
way for new ideals, for more robust ideals … The continuance of the Christian ideal is one 
of the most desirable things there are – even for the sake of the ideals that want to stand 
beside it and perhaps above it – they must have opponents, strong opponents, if they are 
to become strong. – Thus we immoralists require the power of morality: our drive of self-
preservation wants our opponents to retain their strength – it only wants to become master 
over them. – (NL 10 [117] KSA 12.523, WP 361).
However, as Siemens (2009: 207) admits, his reading does raise two questions. The first 
is the question that guides this part of the section - how can an agonal interpretation of 
Umwertung explain the “…moment of Vernichtung that is present in some of Nietzsche’s 
accounts of Dionysian affirmation?” (ibid.) Said differently, the problem is the question of 
how the Nietzschean Umwerthung can be both a yes- and a no-saying. Although Siemens 
does not develop an answer to this question in the paper under discussion, I believe that 
Nietzsche gives us a possible clue when he says that:
Die Bejahung des Vergehens und Vernichtens, das Entscheidende in einer dionysischen 
Philosophie, das Ja-sagen zu Gegensatz und Krieg, das Werden, mit radikaler Ablehnung 
auch selbst des Begriffs “Sein” – darin muss ich unter allen Umständen das mir Verwandteste 
anerkennen, was bisher gedacht worden ist. 
The affirmation of passing away and destruction that is crucial for a Dionysian philosophy, 
saying yes to opposition and war, becoming along with a radical rejection of the very concept 
of ‘being’ - all these are more closely related to me than anything else people have thought so 
far. (EH/EH “Die Geburt der Tragödie” “The Birth of Tragedy” 3 KSA 6.313)
Nietzsche is claiming that his Dionysian affirmation is affirmation only in the sense of 
its saying yes to destruction – to Vernichtung. If we read his use of the word Vernichtung 
with this in mind, then Nietzsche’s concept of destruction can be intimately linked to 
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affirmation or construction because of the way in which he conceives it – that negation 
and destruction are “conditions” of affirmation (EH/EH “Warum ich ein Schicksal bin” “Why 
I am a Destiny” 4 KSA 6.368), but also that affirmation can be read as an affirmation of the 
destruction of traditional values. If we say “no” to a particular value, we are, at the same 
time, implicitly, saying “yes” to another, and so the destruction Nietzsche refers to is never 
only a destruction, but also always a construction. 
This kind of reading is supported by the way in which Nietzsche perceives himself - as one 
who obeys his “…Dionysian nature, which does not know how to separate doing no from 
saying yes.” (EH/EH “Warum ich ein Schicksal bin” “Why I am a Destiny” 2 KSA 6.366).74 
Even though Nietzsche’s philosophy “…does not produce a single new value” (Solomon 
1985: 265), but rather prepares the way for such a creation, his own project of revaluation 
can be read as one that necessarily says yes and no simultaneously. In my view, this can 
be better understood when considering Nietzsche’s view that the “values of the good and 
revered things” consists in their being “…insidiously related, tied to, and involved with these 
wicked, seemingly opposite things – maybe even one with them in essence” (JGB/BGE 2 
KSA 5.17)75, Nietzsche is expressing his contention that all things are tied together, even 
ostensible oppositions. For him, there “…are no opposites: only from those of logic do we 
have the concept of the opposites – and falsely transfer it to things” (NL 9 [91] KSA 12.384, 
WP 552).76 This does not mean that Nietzsche rejects opposites outright, but rather that 
he rejects the collapse of ostensible oppositions into a simple either-or relationship. As a 
result, he can say that: “I wish, also in matters of the mind, war and oppositions; and more 
war than ever, more oppositions than ever before” (NL 36 [17] KSA 11.558-559). 
If this is right, then Nietzsche’s yes- and no-saying can be read as being inseparable 
moments in his revaluation of values, and so Siemens’ reading of his work as an agonal 
enterprise that aims to keep the contest alive (rather than utterly destroy an opponent, 
and so-doing, end the contest itself) can accommodate the moments of Vernichtung that 
appear in Nietzsche’s texts.77
74 This could be seen as similar to Derrida’s characterisation of différance in Speech and Phenomena, 
as that which “…can therefore no longer be conceived within the opposition of finiteness and 
infinity, absence and presence, negation and affirmation” (Derrida 1973: 102–3). As such, 
différance allows for responses that are not prescriptive, but that are open to ambiguity and 
uncertainty.
75 “Es wäre sogar noch möglich, dass was den Werth jener guten und verehrten Dinge ausmacht, 
gerade darin bestünde, mit jenen schlimmen, scheinbar entgegen-gesetzen Dingen auf 
verfängliche Weise verwandt, verknüpft, verhäkelt, vielleicht gar wesensgleich zu sein.”
76 “Es giebt keine Gegensätze: nur von denen der Logik her haben wir den Begriff des Gegensatzes 
– und von denen aus fälschlich in die Dinge übertragen.”
77 If we read Nietzsche’s yes- and no-saying in this manner, then, as Ansell-Pearson (1994) points 
out, Nietzsche’s claim that the previously mentioned division he gives to his work in Ecce Homo 
in terms of yes-saying and no-saying writings is misleading and to a large extent arbitrary, should 
be taken seriously.
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The Authority Problem
The second of the questions raised by Siemens (2009) is the question of the standpoint 
from which the two terms that are opposed in the agon can be measured against each 
other (ibid.). This question has, as was previously mentioned in this chapter, been called 
the “authority problem.” As I explained there, this is the question of how Nietzsche can 
propose his revaluation of all values without having to reject the values or the evaluative 
standpoint he himself must use in proposing the revaluation in the first place. The problem 
is, in short, that if Nietzsche’s own evaluative perspective itself must undergo a revaluation, 
then it could be argued that his own project is in danger of being relegated to the realm of 
the irrelevant.
A number of commentators have responded to this difficulty in various ways. Philippa 
Foot and Richard Schacht, for example, postulate that “…Nietzsche’s evaluative perspective 
can claim some epistemic privilege – being veridical, being better justified – over its target 
(Leiter 2000: 278). Brian Leiter (ibid.) thus calls these readings “Privilege Readings” of 
Nietzsche’s meta-ethics. He argues that all these interpretations fail, claiming, as he admits 
similar in some ways to Jacques Derrida,78 that Nietzsche’s own evaluative position does not 
purport to be objectively true or better justified than its target. The crux of his argument 
is that Nietzsche does not, in fact, believe his evaluative perspective is “…privileged along 
any epistemic dimension” (ibid.). Although I agree with Leiter that the readings of Schacht 
and Foot are problematic in this regard,79 in my view, his own claim is mistaken, specifically 
because of the way in which I have read Nietzsche’s perspectivalism in this chapter.
As I have shown previously, interpreting Nietzsche’s perspectivalism in the way I propose 
means that it is not a problem to acknowledge that perspectivalism is itself also a 
perspective. This is because we only have perspectives available to us. Such a reading of 
perspectivalism does not, however, mean that we are forever condemned to a radical 
relativism – a position that I contend is the driving force behind the development of at least 
some of the so-called Privilege Readings. As I argued previously, Nietzsche’s perspectivalist 
position does not imply that we cannot judge certain actions or ideas as better or worse 
than others, but rather only that we cannot claim universal and objective truth for any 
claim. As I also mentioned previously, it is Nietzsche’s stated aim to provide different reasons 
78 Jacques Derrida (1979: 107) claims that Nietzsche’s thinking allows for an “interpretation of 
interpretation” that is active, affirmative, playful and non-humanistic. Although it is beyond the 
scope of the current work to discuss, I think that Gianni Vattimo (1993:75) has a point when he 
claims that Heidegger’s interpretation is significantly more “convincing” than Derrida’s reading 
due to Heidegger’s “sensitivity to the ‘overcoming’ dimension” in Nietzsche’s philosophy. In 
addition, I agree with Vattimo that Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche cannot be “…liquidated by 
a simple aesthetical reprise of the notion of play” (1993: 2). 
79 I briefly discussed Schacht’s objectivist position earlier in this chapter in a footnote and also in 
the main text. Timothy McWhirter (2012) also criticises Leiter’s position in this regard, albeit 
from a different point of view, since his aim is to provide a defence of the Privilege Readings. On 
the contrary, it is my view that both positions are deficient.
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for judging certain actions as ones to be avoided or encouraged than those that have been 
traditionally provided. The question is, what could those reasons possibly be? 
Nietzsche provides us with a clue in Ecce Homo, where, in his review of Morgenröthe, he asks 
“Where does its author seek that new dawn […]?” and answers “In a revaluation of all values 
, in an escape from all moral values, in an affirmation of and trust in all that has hitherto 
been forbidden, despised, accused” (EH/EH “Morgenröthe” EH “Daybreak” 1 KSA 6.330).80 
So here Nietzsche affirms his revaluation project as one that attempts to “escape” the 
values posited by traditional moralities, and also as one that says yes to what has previously 
been forbidden. What, in Nietzsche’s view, has been forbidden, despised and accused? 
He gives an answer to his readers in Der Antichrist, where he claims that Christianity has 
conspired “… - against health, beauty, against anything well constituted, against courage, 
spirit, goodness of the soul, against life itself….” (A/A 62 KSA 6.253).81
What this claim points to is that Nietzsche’s revaluation of values is driven by his concept 
of life, and specifically, his idea of life affirmation. This conclusion finds support in a number 
of places, for example, when he asks after the value of our values in the Genealogie. There 
he specifically asks whether they are a sign of “the distress, poverty and the degeneration 
of life” or rather whether they “…reveal the fullness, strength and will to life” (GM/GM 
“Vorrede” “Preface” 3 KSA 5.250) As such, it seems reasonable to posit that Nietzsche wishes 
to overcome values that he deems are life-denying.82 This distinction between life-denying 
and life-affirming values was evident in my explanation in the previous chapter, where I 
showed how Nietzsche objects to the Christian-Platonic attempt to escape from becoming 
by denying the passions and the instincts. By denying appearance, the body, and Dionysus 
– by denying life as becoming – these traditional moralities posit that human being has 
the capacity to access absolute, eternal Truth. Nietzsche, on the contrary, advocates an 
acknowledgement that all is becoming, and that there is no absolute Truth. As he says with 
regards to truth of judgements in Jenseits von Gut und Böse:
Die Falschheit eines Urtheils ist uns noch kein Einwand gegen ein Urtheil; darin klingt 
unsre neue Sprache vielleicht am fremdesten. Die Frage ist, wie weit es lebenfördernd, 
lebenerhaltend, Art-erhaltend, vielleicht gar Art-züchtend ist … 
The falseness of a judgment is for us not necessarily an objection to a judgment; in this respect 
our new language may sound strangest. The question is to what extent it is life-promoting, 
life-preserving, species-preserving, perhaps even species-cultivating… (JGB/BGE 4 KSA 5.18).
80 “In einer Umwerthung aller Werthe, in einem Loskommen von allen Moralwerthen, in einem 
Jasagen und Vertrauen-haben zu Alledem, was bisher verboten, verachtet, verflucht worden ist.”
81 “… - gegen Gesundheit, Schönheit, Wohlgerathenheit, Tapferkeit, Geist, Güte der Seele, gegen 
das Leben selbst…”
82 A large number of theorists have highlighted this aspect of Nietzsche’s work, including, for 
example, Reginster (2006: 2) whose book is devoted to showing that “Nietzsche regards the 
affirmation of life as his defining philosophical achievement.”
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What is notable in this context, however, is, as Hatab (2008: 143) points out, that Nietzsche’s 
distinction is more complex than only a distinction between life-denying and life-affirming 
perspectives. Perspectives can also be life-enhancing. As Hatab (ibid.) explains, Nietzsche 
admits that Christianity can be life-enhancing and so ascetic priest can still be called a “yes-
creating force,” even though such a perspective is not life-affirming:
…das asketische Ideal entspringt dem Schutz- und Heil-Instinkte eines degenerirenden 
Lebens, welches sich mit allen Mitteln zu halten sucht und um sein Dasein kämpft […] 
das asketische Ideal ist ein Kunstgriff in der Erhaltung des Lebens […] Man versteht mich 
bereits: dieser asketische Priester, dieser anscheinende Feind des Lebens, dieser Verneinende, 
- er gerade gehört zu den ganz grossen conservirenden und Ja-schaffenden Gewalten das 
Lebens… 
…the ascetic ideal springs from the protective and healing instincts of a degenerating life, 
which uses every means to maintain itself and struggles for its existence; […] the ascetic ideal 
is a trick for the preservation of life. […] You take my meaning already: this ascetic priest, this 
apparent enemy of life, this negating one, – he actually belongs to the really great conserving 
and yes-creating forces of life … (GM/GM III 13 KSA 5.366).
Life-affirmation is for Nietzsche then, more than a mere preservation of life, but rather an 
affirmation of it in all its otherness and becoming.83
In this part of the current section I have discussed nihilism in the context of Nietzsche’s 
proposal of a revaluation of values, and considered some of the problems that emerge 
from that proposal, including the question of the authority problem. I have argued that 
the authority problem can be overcome if we read Nietzsche’s perspectivalism as a proto-
contextualism, and also attempted to develop a way to understand how Nietzsche’s 
revaluation can be a simultaneous yes- and no-saying. I now turn to the concluding part 
of this second section of the chapter, which involves a discussion of the various senses in 
which Nietzsche uses the term Umwerthung in his work. I propose that there are at least 
three such senses, and that all of these should be acknowledged in an interpretation of 
Nietzsche’s thinking on values and valuation.
83 This distinction is in line with my previous discussion of Nietzsche’s yes- and no-saying, since it 
accommodates my position there that Nietzsche rejects the collapse of ostensible oppositions 
into a simple either-or relationship. In addition, this distinction accommodates my reading of 
Nietzsche’s characterisation of values in a footnote in the first section of this chapter, where 
I noted that he distinguishes between “preservation” and “flourishing” as motivations for the 
creation of values.
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Three Senses of Umwerthung
Although the term “Umwerthung” is first used in a note from 1884 where Nietzsche 
articulates a possible title for his next work,84 Thomas Brobjer (2010) has, I think, 
convincingly demonstrated that the motif of revaluation can be traced back to Nietzsche’s 
work from the period 1880–81.85 As evidence for his claim, Brobjer presents ten notes in 
which Nietzsche clearly elaborates the revaluation theme. One example presented is 
a note from the beginning of 1880, where Nietzsche claims that “[o]ne needs, by means 
of a radical skepticism in regard to values, first of all to overthrow all value judgments, 
to have free opportunity”(NL 3 [54] KSA 9.62).86 In another note from early 1880 that 
Brobjer highlights, Niezsche again makes reference to the revaluation theme by claiming 
that “Christianity made everything interesting again, by turning upside down every value 
judgment”(NL 3 [116] KSA 9.81, emphasis CFB).87 Most crucially in my view, Nietzsche in 
1880 also announces that “…a great task has arisen on the horizon before it, namely the 
revision of every valuation: however, before all things are laid on the scales, the scale itself 
is necessary—I mean that sort of highest sense of judgment of the highest intelligence.” 
(NL 3 [158] KSA 9.98).88 Already in 1880 then, it is clear that a change of valuation is what 
Nietzsche identifies as his own “task” (NL 11 [76] KSA 9.470).89 It is also reasonable to 
conclude, I think, from the early references mentioned above that there are already at least 
three senses in which the Umwerthung as word or motif is used: firstly, as an overturning 
of value judgements in the manner that Christianity overturned the previous values, i.e. 
84 “Philosophie der ewigen Wiederkunft. Ein Versuch der Umwerthung aller Werthe”; “Philosophy of 
the Eternal Return: An Attempt at the Revaluation of All Values” (NL 26 [259] KSA 11.218).
85 The reason why this is important is that because, as Brobjer (2010: 12) points out, almost all 
existing secondary literature locates the origin of the revaluation proposal in 1886 or in 1884, 
and so the revaluation is oftentimes closely associated with the doctrine of the eternal return 
(as Heidegger explicitly does in NI: 418; ERS: 157). By showing that the revaluation theme can 
already be found in Nietzsche’s notes of 1880-81, as well as in a statement from GS 269, doubt 
is cast upon a simplistic association of the revaluation and the return. It is my view that the two 
can be linked only in the sense that the return could be “endured” by means of a revaluation 
of all values (NL 26 [284] KSA 11.225), specifically because, as I argued in the previous chapter, 
presented as an alternative to the traditional linear model of time, the return should not be 
read as a “simple thought experiment in human psychology” (Hatab 2008: 148), but rather as 
an attempt to ask what it would mean to think time differently, and how human being could 
possibly “incorporate” such a thought.
86 “Man müßte durch eine radikale Skepsis des Werthes erst einmal alle Werthurtheile umwerfen, 
um freie Bahn zu haben.”
87 “das Christenthum machte Alles wieder interessant, indem es alle Werthurtheile umdrehte”
88 “eine große Aufgabe vor ihr am Horizont aufgestiegen ist, nämlich die Revision aller 
Werthschätzungen; dazu bedarf es aber, noch bevor die sämmtlichen Dinge auf die Wage gelegt 
werden, der Wage selber—ich meine jene höchste Billigkeit der höchsten Intelligenz, welche im 
Fanatismus ihren Todfeind und in der jetzigen ‘allseitigen Bildung’ ihren Affen und Vortänzer 
hat.”
89 “Veränderung der Werthschätzung —ist meine Aufgabe.”
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the “incredible act of revenge” inculcated by the priests; secondly, as an overthrowing of all 
value judgements to create a space for freedom, i.e. the “assassination” of traditional values 
by Zarathustra’s lion; and lastly, as a re-visioning of valuations after they have been “laid on 
the scales.” All of these senses of the revaluation reflect nuances of a general conception 
of the revaluation as “a new assessment of the value of all moral values.” (Leiter 2000: 277). 
In this part of the section, I attempt to show how these varying senses of the revaluation 
align with Nietzsche’s understanding of the master and slave moralities; his conception of 
nihilism as active and passive; as well the task he reserves for the humans of the future.
To achieve this, it is useful to consider the four different interpretations of what Nietzsche 
means by the expression Umwerthung as presented by Thomas Brobjer (1996). Brobjer 
distinguishes four different interpretations, naming them the utopian, critical, reversal, 
and dichotomy interpretations. Even though Brobjer (ibid.) admits that none of these 
interpretations capture the complete meaning of the different passages in which the 
revaluation appears, he nonetheless favours the fourth because it is the only one that gives 
a clear indication as to what the new values will look like once the revaluation is complete 
(Brobjer 1996: 343).
The first interpretation that Brobjer presents – the utopian - “…understands the revaluation 
as a transvaluation of old values into something new” (Brobjer 1996: 342).90 This is, in 
Brobjer’s (ibid.) view, the most common of interpretations. Brobjer (ibid.) further asserts 
that this interpretation sees the revaluation as being comparable in form to Nietzsche’s 
account of how ancient values were “transvalued” by Christianity, where Christian values 
are now to be “transvalued” into something new. These new values are considered to be 
fundamentally different from both Christian and ancient values. According to Brobjer 
(ibid.), this form of interpretation does not specify the nature of the “new” values that are 
to be posited and so is, as such, problematic in his estimation.
The second interpretation that Brobjer singles out – the critical - finds its support in a 
passage in Die fröhliche Wissenschaft where Nietzsche claims that “the weights of all things 
must be determined anew” (FW/GS 269 KSA 3.519). From this passage, Brobjer infers that 
this kind of interpretation emphasizes “…the questioning, the examining, the making 
conscious and the diagnosis of values” (Brobjer 1996: 342). Yet, as Brobjer (ibid.) points out, 
this interpretation is also silent on the nature of the re-valued values since it considers only 
the critical element of Nietzsche’s Umwerthung, and is then, for Brobjer, deficient.
90 As was previously mentioned, and as is evident from this quotation, Brobjer is not consistent 
in his preference for “revaluation” as translation for the Umwerthung. In addition, he does not 
explain the difference between “revaluation” and “transvaluation” as used in this quote. It seems 
possible that he uses transvaluation here to show that the first type of interpretation intends 
the Umwerthung as a kind of reinterpretation, but this is not altogether clear from the article.
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The third interpretation – the reversal interpretation - conceives of the revaluation as a 
reversal of values whereby “higher” values become “lower” and vice versa. As Brobjer notes, 
this interpretation defines the “…new values […] in terms of a reversal of the present values” 
(Brobjer 1996: 353). If we accept Nietzsche’s portrayal of the slave revolt as a reversal of 
master values, then it might be possible to argue that Nietzsche’s revaluation of values 
may be a simple inversion of the slavish values and the re-adoption of the master morality. 
There are a number of problems with such a view, for example, that Nietzsche sometimes 
characterises the “beasts of prey” of the noble class as “…triumphant monsters who perhaps 
emerge from a disgusting procession of murder, arson, rape, and torture, exhilarated and 
undisturbed of soul, as if it were no more than a students’ prank” (GM/GM I [11] KSA 
5.275).91 Such a characterisation does not seem to indicate that he would advocate a simple 
return to their values. In addition, as I read him, Nietzsche may advocate a re-inversion 
of already inverted values as his hope for “new philosophers,” but, he also distinguishes a 
“human being of the future” who will create new values.92 As he says:
…wohin müssen wir mit unsren Hoffnungen greifen? – Nach neuen Philosophen, es bleibt keine 
Wahl; nach Geistern, stark und ursprünglich genug, um die Anstösse zu entgegengesetzten 
Werthschätzungen zu geben und “ewige Werthe” umzuwerthen, umzukehren; nach 
Vorausgesandten, nach Menschen der Zukunft, welche in der Gegenwart den Zwang und 
Knoten anknüpfen, der den Willen von Jahrtausenden auf neue Bahnen zwingt. 
…where must we reach out with our hopes? – To new philosophers, there is no alternative; 
to spirits strong enough and primordially forceful enough to give an incentive for contrary 
valuations and for ‘eternal values’ to be valued another way round, turned another way 
round; to those sent on ahead, to humans of the future who, in the present, tie up the knot 
of compulsion which forces the will of millennia on to new paths (JGB/BGE 203 KSA 5.126, 
emphasis CFB, modified by CFB).
It seems to me that Nietzsche may allow for an attempt at an inversion of values by the 
philosophers of the future, but only those who are “sent on ahead” – the humans of the 
future - can creatively move humanity on to “new paths.” It seems then that the revaluation 
has another meaning besides a mere inversion of values. Lastly, as Brobjer notes, the reversal 
of values implied by this interpretation would require that for every value there should be 
91 “…als frohlockende Ungeheuer, welche vielleicht von einer scheusslichen Abfolge von Mord, 
Niederbrennung, Schändung, Folterung mit einem Übermuthe und seelischen Gleichgewichte 
davongehen, wie als ob nur ein Studentenstreich vollbracht sei…”
92 The distinction I make here could be interpreted as being on a par with Golomb’s (2006) 
argument that there is a distinction between Nietzsche’s “free spirit par excellence” and “we 
free spirits.” Golomb (2006:24) argues that the “…transition from ‘we spirits’ to ‘free spirit par 
excellence’ entails a qualitative jump not just of ‘free spirithood’ but also of one’s relation to and 
dependence on the social ethos and fabric To put it in nutshell, whereas the free spirits are not 
altogether free of society, the par excellence spirit stands aloof, above and beyond society!” In 
addition, this distinction is supported by the previously quoted section from JGB/BGE 211.
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an opposite value which could replace it, but, as he points out, it is “…rarely obvious what 
the opposite of most values are without some other measure or criterion” (Brobjer 1996: 
343). In addition, as I have previously mentioned, Nietzsche rejects the idea of opposites 
that can be collapsed into a binary and simple either-or, and so it is unlikely that Nietzsche 
would envisage that the thinking of his human beings of the future would remain trapped 
in an oppositional activity of the traditional sort.
As a result of his criticism of the previous three interpretations, Brobjer defends a fourth 
interpretation of the revaluation of values that he calls the dichotomy interpretation. This 
interpretation understands the revaluation “…as essentially a re-valuation, i.e., back to 
earlier ancient, noble and healthy values” (Brobjer 1996: 343). Brobjer (ibid.) claims that this 
interpretation is distinctive because it provides specific content to the new values, unlike 
the reversal interpretation. Brobjer points to various examples where Nietzsche seems to 
adopt a dichotomy of value to defend this interpretation, singling out phrases as “reversing 
ideals,” “the opposite values,” “inverse values” and “antithetical evaluations” (Brobjer 1996: 
344) as support. In my view, however, it seems that Brobjer’s dichotomy interpretation does 
not differ in any significant way from the reversal interpretation, and so is, I think, subject to 
the same criticisms he levels against it. Specifically, as I have already mentioned, Nietzsche 
explicitly rejects the metaphysical belief in “opposite values” on a number of occasions, 
which makes it seem unlikely that he would advocate either the dichotomy or the reversal 
interpretations as being the work of his human beings of the future.
It is my view that the four interpretations presented by Brobjer (1996) are useful in their 
reflection of Nietzsche’s claims in various places in his texts, but that his preference for the 
fourth, dichotomy interpretation does not suffice to explicitly reveal the nuances of what 
Nietzsche suggests when he uses the term Umwerthung. As was mentioned at the start of this 
part of the section, my view is that there are at least three senses in which the Umwerthung 
as word or motif is used by Nietzsche, and that all of these need to be distinguished and 
acknowledged in order to develop a more complete understanding of Nietzsche’s use of 
the term. The three senses I propose do incorporate all four of Brobjer’s interpretations 
to some extent: firstly, the Umwerthung is sometimes rendered as an overturning of value 
judgements in the manner of the Platonic-Christian overturning of previous values, and as 
such, accommodates the gist of Brobjer’s dichotomy and reversal interpretations; secondly, 
it is sometimes characterised as an overthrowing of all value judgements to create a space for 
freedom in the manner of radical nihilism, a characterisation that accommodates Brobjer’s 
critical interpretation; and lastly, it is sometimes portrayed as a re-visioning of valuations 
after they have been “laid on the scales,” in line, to some extent, with what Brobjer calls the 
utopian interpretation.93
93 This kind of reading is also consistent with Conway’s (2002) distinction mentioned earlier – that 
new values can be created in two ways: either from an “originary act of creation” or from a 
“reversal of existing values.”
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The first of these – revaluation in the sense of the master morality being overturned by 
the slavish morality – has already been discussed in the first section of this chapter. 
As I explained there, the slave morality constitutes for Nietzsche an overturning of the 
substantive values of the master morality, as well as an inversion of the noble manner of 
evaluation. As such, the slave morality is not created through spontaneous affirmation in 
the manner of the masters, but rather through the reactive negation of the priests – an act 
of the most “deliberate revenge” (GM/GM I [6] KSA 5.265). As a result, the first sense in 
which Nietzsche uses the motif of revaluation is a revaluation motivated by external stimuli 
– where action is fundamentally reaction.
The second sense in which I claim Nietzsche uses the motif of revaluation is evident in 
his distinction of active nihilism. As I discussed earlier in this section where I examined 
Nietzsche’s conception of nihilism, active nihilism is primarily a task that involves the 
destruction of previous values – a task that Nietzsche takes as his own. As he says in Der 
Antichrist:
Unterschätzen wir dies nicht: wir selbst, wir freien Geister, sind bereits eine “Umwerthung 
aller Werthe”, eine leibhafte Kriegs- und Siegs-Erklärung an alle Begriffe von “wahr” und 
“unwahr.” 
Let us not underestimate the fact that we ourselves, we free spirits, already constitute a 
‘revaluation of all values’, a living declaration of war on and victory over all old concepts of 
‘true’ and ‘untrue’ (A/A 13 KSA 6.172)
In addition, in Ecce Homo, when discussing Jenseits vom Gut und Böse, for example, 
Nietzsche portrays the Umwertung as the revaluation of all values so far; and specifically 
names it as the “no-saying, no-doing” half of his task - a summoning of a day of decision 
(EH/EH “Jenseits von Gut und Böse” “Beyond Good and Evil” 1 KSA 6.350).94 It is this task 
– the task of the lion – that constitutes a revaluation in the sense of “assassination” and 
“destruction” of the values of Christianity. As Conway (2002:120) explains, Nietzsche’s own 
work accomplishes a revaluation in the sense that it:
…will bathe Christian morality in the cold, unflinching glare of genealogy, exposing the 
Pauline priests as pathogenic agents and teachers of decline. His revaluation will thus 
bequeath to his successors, the creators of new values, a truthful assessment of the legacy 
of Christianity. Although he personally cannot purge modernity of its prevailing Christian 
influences, he is confident that his revaluation of all values will prompt the legislators of the 
future to consign Christian morality to the history books.
This type of revaluation is then an overthrowing of all value judgements in order to eventually 
create a space for freedom in the manner of radical nihilism, even though, as I have 
94 “die neinsagende, neinthuende Hälfte derselben […]: die Umwertung der bisherigen Werthe 
selbst, der grosse Krieg, -”
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previously pointed out, it includes elements of both yes- and no-saying. If this space is not 
made, i.e. if the destructive part of the revaluation is not completed, then a revaluation in 
the third sense that I discuss presently cannot take place. Why? In Der Antichrist, Nietzsche 
claims that after the Christian overturning of the noble values, a second revaluation was 
attempted. This revaluation succeeded for a time, but eventually failed. Nietzsche explains:
[W]as der Renaissance war? Die Umwerthung der christlichen Werthe, der Versuch, mit 
allen Mitteln, mit allen Instinkten, mit allem Genie unternommen, die Gegen-Werthe, die 
vornehmen Werthe zum Sieg zu bringen… Es gab bisher nur diesen grossen Krieg, es gab 
bisher keine entscheidendere Fragestellung als der Renaissance, meine Frage ist ihre Frage 
-: […] die vornehmen Werthe auf den Thron bringen, will sagen in die Instinkte, in die 
untersten Bedürfnisse und Begierden der daselbst Sitzenden hineinbringen […] damit war 
das Christenthum abgeschafft! – Was geschah? […] Luther stellte die Kirche wieder her: er 
griff sie an… Die Renaissance – ein Ereigniss ohne Sinn, ein grosses Umsonst! - 
[W]hat the Renaissance was? The revaluation of all Christian values, an attempt, using all 
means, all instincts, all genius, to allow the opposite values, noble values… So far, there has 
only been this one great war, so far, there has not been any question more decisive than 
the Renaissance,— my question is its question—: […] putting noble values on the throne, I 
mean into the instincts, into the most basic needs and desires of the people sitting there […] 
Christianity was abolished!—What happened? […] Luther restored the Church: he attacked 
it… The Renaissance—an event without meaning, a great in vain! — (A/A 61 KSA 6.250, 
modified by CFB).
So, Nietzsche sees the question of the Renaissance as his own, i.e. the question of revaluation, 
but claims that in the end, the Renaissance was meaningless because the kind of revaluation 
it engendered failed. The Renaissance as “… an uncanny and glittering reawakening of the 
classical ideal, of the noble mode of evaluating all things” did not succeed in its attempt 
at Umwerthung thanks to the “…basically proletarian (German and English) ressentiment-
movement which people called the Reformation…” (GM/GM I [16] KSA 5.287). It is my 
view that Nietzsche is claiming that the failure was a result of the revaluation in this 
case operating within a framework of a mere opposition of values. It is this sense of the 
opposition and inversion of values that, I think, leads Nietzsche to propose a third and final 
sense of Umwerthung - an Umwerthung as a re-visioning of valuation and values after they 
have been “laid on the scales” that does not operate within the logic of ressentiment.
As was previously mentioned, Nietzsche claims that active nihilism could lead to a different 
state – one that is achieved once the previous “degenerate” and “parasitical” values have 
been destroyed. The resultant complete nihilism allows for room to be made for the 
creation of new values. Why? Because the highest values of traditional morality are no 
longer seen as absolute and unquestionable. In this manner, the revaluation of moral values 
acts as a catalyst for the revaluation of all values in the last sense I identify in Nietzsche’s 
thinking. The child of Zarathustra’s allegory, as a new beginning, is able to say the sacred 
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“yes” required for this sense of revaluation. As I show in the final section of this chapter, it is 
this third sense of Umwerthung that provokes Heidegger’s criticism of Nietzsche as a value 
thinker. The problem at this point is how are we to understand what Nietzsche suggests?
Umwerthung as the Creation of New  
Values or as a New Way of Evaluation
If I am right that Nietzsche’s Umwerthung can be read as culminating in the task that he 
reserves for the human beings of the future – the creation of new values – and that this 
can be aligned with Brobjer’s utopian interpretation as was previously outlined, it remains 
a difficulty to understand what exactly such a task could entail. There are at least three 
theorists who have attempted to work out what this undertaking could mean - E.E. Sleinis’ 
(1994), Nadeem J.Z. Hussain (2009), and Manuel Dries (2010). In this part of this section, I 
consider each of these contributions in order to decide whether Nietzsche’s proposal of the 
creation of new values can be understood in any coherent fashion. It is my contention that 
only Dries’ suggestion can lend some credibility to the proposal of a futural creation of new 
values in its assertion that the creation of new values should be read as a creation of a new 
way of valuing. 
E.E. Sleinis’ Nietzsche’s Revaluation of Values: A Study in Strategies (1994) revolves around the 
claim is that the strategies required for a revaluation of all values are present in Nietzsche’s 
thinking, and, importantly, that these strategies do not themselves depend upon or 
presuppose values. Sleinis explains his approach thus:
If the only tools to perform [a revaluation of values] are an antecedently espoused theory 
of value and an antecedently espoused set of values, then the sorting, testing, ordering, 
weighing and sifting of the phenomena of valuation is guaranteed to leave behind ‘evidence’ 
that will support the antecedently espoused theory of value and the antecedently espoused 
set of values. But of course the support is entirely sham. Theories or claims can neither be 
supported nor tested by the ‘evidence’ they themselves create. Such a support could only be 
circular and hence worthless. If a theory of value and a set of values are to receive support 
from the phenomena of valuation, or be tested by them, then there must be some method 
or sorting, testing, ordering, weighing and sifting the phenomena of valuation that do not 
have recourse to an antecedently espoused theory of value or antecedently espoused values. 
…[My] aim is to show that Nietzsche utilizes an extensive array of strategies for investigating 
the phenomena of valuation that do not rely on the antecedent embrace of a theory of value 
or substantive values (Sleinis 1994: 21)
I consider only one of the examples of a strategy that Sleinis proposes Nietzsche uses in 
this regard, since I think the same problem emerges in all the areas of valuation in which 
Sleinis proposes that these strategies exist. In his discussion of Nietzsche’s strategies 
regarding cognitive valuation, Sleinis (1994) explains that in Nietzsche’s view, the absolute 
theory of truth is incoherent and so collapses not because of an appeal to values, but 
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rather because of its own unintelligibility. For Sleinis, this shows that it is indeed possible 
to take up a position “outside” of valuation in order to allow certain values to be radically 
re-valued. As he points out: “No higher values are required to dislodge it as the peak 
value, for closer inspection reveals there is literally nothing to dislodge; there are only 
contradictions and confusions to expose” (Sleinis 1994: 29, emphasis CFB). This claim 
regarding the unintelligibility of traditional values is consonant with my previous discussion 
of Nietzsche’s destructive project, since as I mentioned there, Nietzsche sees his task as one 
that accelerates the self-destruction of traditional values. However, surely the distinction 
intelligible/unintelligible is itself a valuation? What is telling in this case is Sleinis’ use of the 
word “higher” in the characterisation above. It seems to me that the strategies that Sleinis 
here assumes are “beyond” valuation remain within the ambit of valuation in that they do, 
in the end, depend upon “older” values. If the positing of a revaluation of all values implies 
a new form of evaluating, then it seems to me that the strategies which Sleinis proposes 
Nietzsche is using do not fit the bill. 
In addition, as I mentioned previously in this chapter, I characterise Nietzsche’s position 
as a proto-contextualist due to his assertion that valuation is not something we do after 
we have perceived things or sensations, but rather is an integral part of perception itself, 
and so our valuations always take place within a context of other valuations. As such, it is 
my view that Sleinis’ strategy to show that it is possible to take up a position “outside” of 
valuation in order to allow certain values to be radically re-valued is misguided.95 Sleinis’ 
contribution does, however, bring the main difficulty I have with the Nietzschean proposal 
of the creation of values into sharp relief. If values are created by human being as a gift, and 
we read Nietzsche as a proto-contextualist, as I have shown is tenable in the context of his 
writing, then it remains a puzzle as to what Nietzsche could mean by the creation of new 
values, especially if that task is somehow different from the Umwerthung he achieves with 
his own agonal contestation of traditional values.
In attempting to develop his argument, Sleinis provides a classification of the strategies 
which he discusses, and sees them as falling into four groups: firstly, those strategies that 
promise destruction from within the attacked value systems; secondly, those that furnish 
challenges from without; thirdly, strategies that involve a reorientation of enquiry; and 
finally, the explicit advocacy of new values to replace the old (Sleinis 1994: 185-186). Sleinis 
claims that only the first set truly offer the prospect of revaluation without “utilizing” 
substantive auxiliary value assumptions,” (Sleinis 1994: 185) and so I only consider these 
here. With regards to the first set, Sleinis proposes that “contradiction” is a “value-free 
means of revaluing values and its scope is unlimited.”(Sleinis 1994: 189). However, I am 
not sure that Sleinis’ contention that contradictions are not rejected for a “reason” – the 
independent value of consistency – is correct. He provides an example of a bank manager 
95 My view is comparable with that of Brobjer (1996: 348) who judges, even more strongly than I 
have, that Sleinis’ effort is “irrelevant and abstract.” 
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simultaneously offering and not offering a client a million dollar loan. Sleinis claims that it 
would be absurd for the client to reject the offer because he or she values consistency since 
there is “nothing to reject.” Sleinis is right, I think, that there is no “real” offer being made, 
but cannot on this basis conclude that the value of consistency plays no role here. The very 
fact that we can conclude that there is nothing to reject is made on the basis of the value 
of consistency.
The second theorist whose contribution I consider in the context of the proposal of the 
creation of new values is that of Nadeem J.Z. Hussain (2009). Hussain provides a fictionalist 
interpretation of Nietzsche’s understanding of values and valuation because for him 
“Nietzsche’s free spirits, with the help of art, are to engage in a simulacrum of valuing by 
regarding things as valuable in themselves while knowing that they are not.” (Hussain 2009: 
175). Specifically, Hussain argues that any interpretation of Nietzsche’s work must account 
for the fact that “…there is a close connection drawn in Nietzsche’s works between art, the 
avoidance of practical nihilism, and the creation of new values.” (Hussain 2009: 164). Indeed, 
art holds a significant place in Nietzsche’s thought and so it seems reasonable to suggest 
that it plays an important role in the creation of values. The connection between art and 
Nietzsche’s perspectivalism is especially notable. Representative art (such as, for example, 
Rembrandt van Rijn’s painting “Return of the Prodigal Son”) depicts the world from 
a specific perspective and so does not pretend to provide an “objective” representation 
thereof. But there is more to it than this. As Nietzsche explains, in art “the lie is sanctified” 
and the “will to deception has a good conscience” and so is much more fundamentally 
opposed to the ascetic ideal than is science (GM/GM III [25] KSA 5.402). Why? Art is a 
“lie” when considered from the perspective of science, because it provides a perspective on 
reality rather than the absolute “truth” that science and the ascetic ideal promise to deliver. 
However, art’s “will to deception” has a “good conscience” because it presents itself as one 
perspective, and not the perspective.
Hussain (ibid.) concludes that the creation of values is like an artistic decision because 
the creator’s preferences and intuitions govern the choices she makes. As he explains, the 
creator of values, like the artist, is only under self-imposed constraints when creating those 
values, and which values she creates is a matter of style. 
Suggesting that aesthetic choice determines which values the human beings of the future 
would create is problematic for at least two reasons. Firstly, claiming that the creator of 
values, like the artist, is only under self-imposed constraints when creating those values, 
and which values she creates is a matter of style seems to me to contradict Nietzsche’s 
characterisation of values as was previously discussed in this chapter. Why? Hussain’s 
contention sits in an uneasy tension with Nietzsche’s portrayal of values as “physiological 
demands for the preservation of a certain type of life” that was discussed in the first section 
of this chapter. If values are indeed driven by “physiological demands,” then their “creation” 
can only be creation in a limited sense. As a result, the comparison of the creation of values 
with the creation of an artwork seems to be restricted to some extent, specifically because 
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the physiology of the value creator must impose certain limits on the values that can be 
created. In a similar vein, the same problem that I mentioned in connection with Sleinis’ 
interpretation is also relevant here – that if we read Nietzsche as a proto-contextualist, it is 
difficult to understand how the human beings of the future could create new values only 
on the basis of “self-imposed” constraints.
The second reason Hussain’s proposal is problematic is that, as he himself admits (Hussain 
2009: 175), comparing the creation of new values to the creation of an artwork does not 
solve the question of why the humans of the future would have any reason to pursue 
Nietzsche’s revaluation by creating new values. Why would they share in Nietzsche’s vision 
of life-affirmation? Indeed, if the creation of new values is dependent upon aesthetic choice, 
then there is no guarantee that the humans of the future would create life-affirming values, 
or even that they would create any new values at all.
The final contribution that is notable in the context of attempting to understand what 
Nietzsche could mean by the creation of values is that of Manuel Dries (2010). Dries (2010: 
30) argues that Nietzsche’s revaluation project refers to a different conception of what a 
value is and how it functions. As Dries (ibid.) explains, traditional values function within a 
“…standard logical framework and claim legitimacy and ‘bindingness’ based on exogenous 
authority with absolute extension.” As I have previously mentioned, Nietzsche rejects such 
traditional approaches as nihilistic, because they attempt to “…exclude contradiction and 
opposition among competing values.” (Dries 2010: 30). As a result, Dries (ibid.) proposes 
that Nietzsche would propound a “nonstandard, dialetheic model of valuation” that entails 
that a value would have to be both true and false, as well as neither true nor false.
Dries’ proposal finds support in Nietzsche’s suggestion in his 1885 plan of the revaluation, 
where he claims that the mutually exclusive contradictions among conflicting valuations of 
traditional approaches must be replaced by a new agonal approach, within which they no 
longer annihilate one another:
Ungeheure Gewalten sind entfesselt; aber sich widersprechend die entfesselten Kräfte sich 
gegenseitig vernichtend die entfesselten Kräfte neu zu binden, daß sie sich nicht gegenseitig 
vernichten und Augen aufmachen für die wirkliche Vermehrung an Kraft! 
Prodigious forces are unleashed; but contradicting each another the unleashed forces 
annihilating each other to bind the unleashed forces anew, so they no longer annihilate each 
other and to open one’s eyes for the real increase of force! (NL 2[100] KSA 12.110, translation 
from Dries 2010: 43)
Such a conception of the creation of new values seems to me to fit well with Nietzsche’s 
agonal conception of valuation as was previously discussed. In addition, such a view 
accommodates Nietzsche’s contention that traditional moralities were constructed to 
protect human beings from uncertainty and insecurity, and so that the creation of new 
values would then need to proceed differently – from a life-affirming perspective rather 
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than aiming for the mere preservation of life that the ascetic ideal encourages. Dries’ 
explanation is also convincing in its focus not on the creation of new values (and so not 
becoming mired in the task of specifying exactly what those new values could be), but 
rather on the creation of a different way of understanding what a value is, and how it 
functions. Dries’ reading also accommodates my interpretation of Nietzsche as a proto-
contextualist on value. As Dries points out, on his reading, it is the context that leads to the 
creation of valuations that “is key” for Nietzsche. (Dries 2010: 43). 
If Dries is right, then it seems reasonable to conclude that Nietzsche’s intention with the 
expression “revaluation of all values” is the revaluation “…only of all Christian or modern 
values, i.e. the values that are typical of Christianity or modernity” (Brobjer 1996: 348), 
and that the revaluation understood as culminating in the creation of new values involves 
changing our conception of what a value is, and how it functions. The changed conception 
is one that moves away from the view that values are eternal, unchanging and secure. 
Previously I quoted Nietzsche in Morgenröte 103 as acknowledging that “…many actions 
called immoral ought to be avoided and resisted, or that many called moral ought to be 
done and encouraged” but then also claiming that encouraging or avoiding these actions 
should be a result of “…other reasons than hitherto.” Dries’ interpretation is able to explain 
these “other reasons.” 
If we read Nietzsche in this way, then the creation of new values cannot mean the creation 
of values ex nihilo, but rather a limited “creation” that necessarily takes place in the context 
of other values that are already in play. As I will explore in the next section, however, 
Heidegger’s reading does not, however, provide such a charitable reception.
This section of the chapter has attempted to develop an interpretation of Nietzsche’s 
proposal of an Umwerthung aller Werthe. I initiated this section by clarifying why I choose 
to translate the Umwertung as “revaluation.” I then briefly discussed Nietzsche’s conception 
of nihilism as catalyst for the Umwertung-proposal and lastly, considered possible ways of 
interpreting the proposal. My discussion included an examination of the authority problem, 
as well as the problem of reconciling Nietzsche’s yes- and no-saying tasks. I also proposed 
that Nietzsche’s Umwerthung proposal is expressed in three intertwined senses, and that 
the third sense in which the Umwerthung is used – the creation of new values – generates 
significant interpretative difficulties. In attempting to address these difficulties, I examined 
the contributions of Sleinis (1994), Hussain (2009) and Dries (2010) and concluded that 
Dries’ proposal of how to understand the creation of new values as a creation of new ways 
understanding what a value is and how it functions is the most promising suggestion. I now 
turn to the final section of this chapter in which I consider Heidegger’s objections to value 
thinking in the context of Nietzsche’s revaluation proposal.
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Section 3: Heidegger’s Nietzsche - On Values,  
Valuation and Re-valuation
In this final section of the chapter, I consider Heidegger’s five objections to value thinking 
identified in Chapter 1 in the light of the preceding exposition of Nietzsche’s thinking on 
values, valuation and revaluation. From my discussion in Chapter 1, it seems reasonable 
to posit that there are at least five reasons why Heidegger considers thinking in values 
objectionable: 1) conceiving of values as predeterminations of things present-to-hand; 2) 
conceiving of values as a-historical and enduringly present; 3) conferring undue ontological 
status on values in order to round out an ontology of the world; 4) considering values 
as projections of a willing “subject;” and 5) approaching values via a method that is 
considered foundational. I conclude that using Heidegger’s criticisms of value thinking as 
a lens to examine Nietzsche’s proposal of a revaluation allows for some deficiencies in the 
Nietzschean approach to values and valuation to be revealed, but also, that such a reading 
shows how Heidegger’s reading is, in places, a reading that neglects to acknowledge nuances 
in Nietzsche’s thinking that allow it an escape from a simplistic relegation into the “thicket” 
of value thinking. However, before I consider the five objections in more detail, it is useful 
to very briefly rehearse my Chapter 1 discussion of Heidegger’s path towards his rejection of 
thinking in values.
Recapitulation: Against Ethics and Value Thinking
As was mentioned in the Introduction, Heidegger refuses to write an ethics that dictates 
the “ought” according to which human being can “…live in a fitting manner” (GA 9: 183; 
LoH: 268). This is primarily because of his claim that the ancient Greek thinkers were 
able to engage in “originary thinking” without headings like “’logic’, ‘ethics’, and ‘physics’”, 
headings that only began to flourish when originary thinking ceased (GA 9: 147; LoH: 241) 
– with the birth of Platonism. These remarks can, as was previously mentioned, only be 
understood if one considers Heidegger’s unfavourable remarks about the concept of value. 
As I explained in Chapter 1, Heidegger’s criticism of value thinking is directed specifically 
against neo-Kantian value philosophy, and especially Scheler’s phenomenology of value. In 
Heidegger’s reading as I have presented it, Lotze’s “…grounding of logic in ethics” (GA 56/57: 
139; TDP: 108) inspires Rickert’s transformation of the idea of validity into the concept 
of value. Transcendental philosophy of value consequently becomes “a critical science of 
universally valid values” (GA 56/57: 146; TDP: 113), with Scheler’s phenomenology of values 
eventually taking up the idea that, in the same way that logic deals with the “…pure content 
of propositions, ethics must likewise deal with the pure content of norms, i.e. with values.” 
(GA 21: 53; LQT: 44).96 As a result, it is Heidegger’s contention that modern philosophy of 
value aimed at an ethics that attempted to provide “…an absolute system of morality made 
96 “…die Logik vom reinen Gehalt der Sätze handle, so müsse die Ethik vom reinen Gehalt der 
Normen, d.h. von den Werten handeln.”
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up of ethical values and value-relations that are valid in themselves (GA 61: 164; PA: 124).97 
For Heidegger, however, such an absolute system would not guarantee that the person 
who followed it would not be a “bad” person (ibid.). This is because, in his view, an ethics 
based on values conceived of in this manner is blind to Dasein’s historical and contextual 
existence and so denies the “living morality” (GA 61: 164; PA: 123) that Heidegger would 
rather encourage. Heidegger denies that philosophy can entertain the “dream” of absolute 
knowledge (GA 61: 164; PA: 123), and, as was previously mentioned, the idea that the main 
way to access values is through judgments is, for him, problematic because it implies that 
values are timeless and objective; as well as maintaining the subject-object division, that he 
rejects.
Heidegger’s Objections to Value-Thinking Re-Considered
In Chapter 1, I extracted the criticism of Heidegger’s critique of Scheler’s views of values 
from the work of Emad (1978, 1981), Frings (1969, 1992), Reiner (1997), Stikkers (1997) and 
Blosser (1997), in order to ascertain whether this may eventually shed light on Heidegger’s 
critique of Nietzsche as value-thinker. I showed in Chapter 1 that Heidegger’s criticism of 
Scheler’s value theory does not hold when one considers all five of Heidegger’s objections 
to thinking in values. This is specifically because Scheler’s phenomenology is presented 
as an attitude rather than as a method, and also because values are not presented as 
projections of a willing “subject.” However, I showed that Scheler’s characterisation of 
values is vulnerable to Heidegger’s objection to values being seen as having an a-historical, 
enduringly present character, as well as to his objection to values being presented as 
predeterminations of things present-to-hand. From the reading I presented, I concluded 
that Scheler’s characterisation of value does, in the end, fall within the ambit of Heidegger’s 
criticisms thereof, even though there are places where Heidegger seems to conflate Scheler’s 
views with those of other philosophers.
I now subject my previous presentation of Nietzsche’s conception of values and revaluation 
to the same criticisms, emphasizing that in this attempt, it is not my aim to show that 
Heidegger’s critical remarks concerning Nietzsche represent an attempt at a refutation of 
Nietzsche. As I demonstrated in Chapter 2, Heidegger’s intention is not one of refutation, 
and his position on Nietzsche’s “key motifs” remains one of ambivalence.
1) An approach to values via a method that is considered foundational
In Chapter 1 I explained that Heidegger objects to an approach to values via a method 
that involves a series of steps to be followed in order to gain absolute certainty. From his 
contextualist point of view, such an approach is objectionable since, as I also mentioned in 
97 The full line reads: “Man kann ein absolutes System der Sittlichkeit, der ansichgeltenden ethischen 
Werte und Wertbeziehungen entwerfen und kann dabei - ich sage nicht: ein schlechter Mensch 
sein; dieses Argument ist hier zunächst nicht am Platze.”
187
Catherine F. Botha
Chapter 1, in Heidegger’s view, meanings are discovered, rather than assigned or imposed. 
This contention is based upon his hermeneutic approach, that proceeds from the point of 
view that interpretation does not “…throw a ‘significance’ over what is nakedly objectively 
present and does not stick a value on it…” (SZ: 150; BaT: 140). In Heidegger’s understanding, 
what we encounter in the world is always already disclosed to us in a specific context.
What then would constitute Nietzsche’s “method”98 when approaching the question of 
value, and could it constitute a foundational approach in the sense just described? As I have 
shown in the current chapter, Nietzsche uses a number of critical “tools” in his effort to 
accelerate the self-destruction of traditional values. One of these is his genealogical history, 
which, as I explained previously, is intended to cultivate his readers’ ability to question their 
established perspectives. As I have interpreted his approach in this regard, Nietzsche, in 
his genealogical effort, is not proposing a “method” in the absolutist sense that Heidegger 
decries.
As I have previously stated, Nietzsche mistrusts any philosophy that begins from the 
question “What is…?”, since it is his view that asking for a definition in such a manner is 
really an attempt to disguise the hidden interests of the inquirer. Asking for an “essential” 
definition is, for him, always “…something perspectival and already presupposes a 
multiplicity” (NL 2 [149] KSA 12.140, WP 556). As such, Nietzsche’s approach to philosophy 
is to question the traditional way of understanding it as a set of abstract logical, ethical or 
ontological problems that can be answered “objectively” - in isolation from the interests of 
the questioner. In fact, as David Couzens Hoy (1994: 257), remarks, if Nietzsche “…had fully 
developed his account of the nature of interpretation, he would have come up with the 
notion of the hermeneutic circle.” This close connection between the work of Heidegger 
and Nietzsche that emerges when considering Nietzsche’s genealogy becomes even more 
evident when one considers the basis upon which that “method” is developed: Nietzsche’s 
perspectivalism. As I have interpreted it in the current work, Nietzsche’s perspectivalism 
explicitly denies the possibility of reaching a Cartesian-type position of absolute certainty, 
without, in my view, falling into a simplistic relativism. As such, genealogy as “method,” 
underscored by Nietzsche’s perspectivalist approach show, I think, that Nietzsche does not 
proffer a method that can be considered foundational in the sense that Heidegger rejects.99
2) Values as having ontological status
In Chapter 1, I explained that Heidegger objects to attributing a being to values themselves 
(GA 40: 207; IM: 213), i.e. giving values an undue ontological status in order to round out a 
98 My use of scare quotes here already gives away my contention that Nietzsche’s genealogy is not 
a method in the sense of providing a ready-made set of steps to follow that will allow its users to 
gain absolute certainty about the question under investigation.
99 The genealogy and Nietzsche’s perspectivalism are by no means the only two aspects of 
Nietzsche’s work that can be called upon to show that he does not develop a “method” that 
pretends to be foundational, but they do suffice, I think, to allow me to make my point here.
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proposed ontology of the world. As I explained there, Heidegger’s rejection of the notion 
of value is based upon a rejection of the breach between Sein and Sollen, which follows 
directly from his denial of the commonsense view of facts as natural phenomena and values 
as human projections. For Heidegger, thinking in values is deficient if values are posited as 
“add-ons” in order to fill out an ontology of the world if such an ontology is “…determined 
by a basic ontological orientation toward being as constant objective presence…” (SZ: 96; 
BaT: 89). In other words, Heidegger does not object to claiming that something has value, 
but rather to the claim that something is a value.
When we consider Nietzsche’s conception of values in this context, it seems that although 
values are indeed characterised as human projections, Nietzsche does not embrace the split 
between facts as natural phenomena and values as “add-ons” to fill out his ontology. Why? 
As I explained earlier, Nietzsche claims that values are not inherent in the natural world. 
Rather, his view is that human being bestows value upon nature as a “gift.” However, as was 
also previously explained, Nietzsche views both “facts” and “values” as interpretations. As he 
says “…there are no eternal facts: just as there are no absolute truths” (MAM/HH I [2] KSA 
2.25).100 Saying that there are no permanent facts does not mean that Nietzsche is falling 
into a crude relativism, but rather, as I have explained previously, that his perspectivalism 
merely rules out the possibility of knowing any absolute truth about the world. It seems 
then, that the ontology of the world that Nietzsche’s philosophy implies does not allow for 
the fact-value distinction in the sense that Heidegger criticises.
Yet, specifically proposing the creation of new values as the culmination of his revaluation 
project is what prompts Heidegger’s criticism of Nietzsche in this regard. As I have shown, 
there are a number of difficulties that arise from this proposal. In my own reading, I 
have attempted to provide the most charitable interpretation of this suggestion. It does, 
however, seem to me, that Heidegger’s suspicion that Nietzsche’s proposal reveals remnants 
of a thinking that assigns a being to values does find at least some warrant in this respect. 
3) Values conceived as a-historical and enduringly present
As has been explained in Chapter 1, Heidegger objects to an understanding of values 
as a-historical and especially of values conceived of as being enduringly present. Does 
Nietzsche’s conception of values fit such a characterisation? If we read Nietzsche in the 
charitable way I have proposed in this chapter, it seems not. From my discussion in the 
previous sections of this chapter, values are, for Nietzsche, certainly not conceived of as 
a-historical. As I have explained, Nietzsche’s genealogy is aimed at examining the value 
of values, and to achieve this, he considers how certain values have attracted a privileged 
status due to their providing human being with a sense of security and comfort. Values are, 
as such, created by humans for specific reasons, or, to use the shorthand I used for this claim 
in my previous discussion: for Nietzsche, both our nature and our culture elicit valuation. 
100 “…es giebt keine ewigen Thatsachen: sowie es keine absoluten Wahrheiten giebt.”
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If this is right, then values are not conceived of as being timeless and detachable from their 
historical context, but are rather products of the contexts of their creation. In addition, if 
I am right in interpreting Nietzsche as not intending a creation of “new” values ex nihilo 
with his hopes for his human beings of the future, then this conclusion is reinforced. Again, 
such a conclusion can only be reached if Nietzsche’s assertions regarding valuation and 
revaluation are read in the generous manner I have suggested. 
4) Values as projections of a willing “subject” 
Is the metaphysical belief that the subject is essentially an agent who acts upon what it 
confronts criticised by Nietzsche as profoundly as we might presume from what I have 
presented previously? Can a case be made for the position that all Nietzsche really does 
is replace the traditional notion of the subject as substantial agent with the physiological 
notion of the subject as a plurality of interpreting “affects”? 
In his The Silent, Limping Body of Philosophy (2005), Richard Shusterman claims that 
Nietzsche’s “hyperbolic somaticism” (Shusterman 2005: 155) not only serves to reinforce 
the “old rigid dualism” of mind and body, and also that Nietzsche’s work constitutes a mere 
inversion of the mind-body hierarchy that seems like “wishful thinking” (ibid.).101 As such, 
his position can be compared to that of Heidegger, who contends that Nietzsche’s thinking 
on values is born out of a voluntaristic subjectivism.102
As I have argued on another occasion (Botha 2014), it is my view that Nietzsche’s position 
on the self is able to avoid falling into the simplistic “logic of reversal” that theorists like 
Shusterman accuse it of, since Nietzsche’s writings on the singing, dancing body are, in 
my view, an example of a (proto-) phenomenology at work. For Shusterman (2005: 154), 
Nietzsche’s work constitutes a mere inversion of the “conventional valuations of mind and 
body” and not an overcoming thereof for a number of reasons. He posits that Nietzsche’s 
position is such that we firstly “…can know our bodies better than our minds;” secondly, 
“…that the body can be more powerful than the mind;” and thirdly, that “…toughening 
101 For Shusterman, Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenological approach to arguing for the body’s 
philosophical centrality is more “shrewdly cautious” than that of Nietzsche (Shusterman 
2005: 155). In my view, however, Merleau-Ponty’s rejection of the dualism of Cartesianism, and 
celebration of the body finds a precedent in the work of Nietzsche (Botha 2014). This view is 
also supported by Brown (2006: 120) who claims that “…Nietzsche’s view of the body as primary 
and as interpretation, a view that prefigures aspects of the phenomenology of Maurice Merleau-
Ponty.” Both Brown (2006: 147-149) and Daigle (2011) provide a discussion of the similarities 
between the two thinkers which is beyond the scope of the current work to develop more fully.
102 This claim must be tempered somewhat with the recognition that, like the other key motifs 
I discussed in the previous chapter, Heidegger’s understanding of Nietzsche’s Übermensch 
undergoes a radical transformation in the course of his writings on Nietzsche. If we compare 
his characterisation in the Nietzsche-lectures with that of, for example, Was heisst Denken? the 
difference is clear. I return to this point in the text to follow.
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the body can make the mind stronger.” Most crucially, however, it is because Nietzsche “…
insisted that the mind is essentially the instrument of the body” (ibid.) that Nietzsche’s 
thinking falls into a mere “logic of reversal” in Shusterman’s (ibid.) view. Although 
Shusterman does not provide specific examples of where Nietzsche takes up the positions 
mentioned above, there are certainly a number of claims in Nietzsche’s sometimes terse 
and mostly enigmatic writings that could lend support to such a conclusion. The question 
is, however, whether such claims, especially when read in the light of Nietzsche’s other 
pronouncements on the body, can rightfully be said to constitute a mere reversal of the 
priority granted to the cogito inaugurated by Descartes.
It is my contention that if we look closely at Nietzsche’s claims about the body, such a 
conclusion is mistaken. Coming to such a conclusion is perhaps understandable because, 
in his attempts to expose the erroneous elevation of the intellect over the (silent, limping) 
body that he diagnoses in the history of philosophy, there are a number of places where 
Nietzsche does seem to elevate the body over the intellect.103 He claims, for example, 
that it is essential “…to start from the body and employ it as guide. It is the much richer 
phenomenon” (NL 40 [15] KSA 11.635; WP 532). In addition, for Nietzsche, “[b]elief in 
the body is more fundamental than belief in the soul: the latter arose from unscientific 
reflection on the body” (NL 2 [102] KSA 12.112; WP 491). Claims that elevate the body 
over the intellect are not limited to the unpublished notes. In Die fröhliche Wissenschaft, 
for example, Nietzsche contends that “Consciousness is the last and latest development of 
the organic and hence also what is most unfinished and unstrong” (FW/GS 11 KSA 3.382). 
And the body that Nietzsche describes is oftentimes a singing and dancing body – a body 
of lightness and playfulness that stands in contradistinction to the descriptions of the 
silent, sluggish body that he finds in traditional philosophical approaches that prioritise the 
mind.104 
Given such descriptions of the body, it is certainly tempting to see Nietzsche’s work as a 
mere inversion of dualism. Yet in my view, if we consider these statements in the context of 
Nietzsche’s other writings on the body that I have already mentioned in previous chapters, 
it becomes clear that such a mere inversion is not what Nietzsche intends. Although 
Nietzsche valorises the body, and proclaims his desire to “translate man back into nature” 
(JGB/BGE 230 KSA 5.19), Nietzsche is not positing the body as a “ground” for the mind. As 
Blondel (1991: 205) explains, the Nietzsche of Morgenröte, for example, uses the notion of 
“underworld” as metaphor for the body, and so doing, rejects the conclusion that he sees 
103 A number of theorists have criticized Nietzsche’s valorisation of the body from a feminist point 
of view, something that I cannot address in any detail within the bounds of the current work. 
Oliver (1995), for example, acknowledges that Nietzsche opens Western philosophy to the body, 
but claims that he does so primarily to a male body. Grosz (1996) similarly claims that Nietzsche 
appeals to the “philosophical” to explain the corporeal, and so-doing eliminates the feminine 
other which, symbolically, is the body.
104 Space does not permit me to discuss this in detail. See Botha (2013) for a fuller discussion.
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the body as a hidden “ground” for the mind. Rather, the body is a “…philological labyrinth of 
plurality” (ibid.). How does Nietzsche understand the body as plurality? John Richardson’s 
(2009: 1) view is instructive in this regard:
… Nietzsche rejects both sides of the Cartesian duality: there’s no ‘merely material’ body, 
any more than there’s an incorporeal mind. If he absorbs mind into body, it is into a body 
with very different properties than Descartes’ matter. Indeed Nietzsche argues that Cartesian 
extension is something we interpret into the world: it’s not ‘real’, much less essential. Instead 
he thinks of body as essentially a capacity (a dynamis), or rather as a system of capacities. 
Moreover he crucially thinks of all these capacities as intentional, in the sense that they mean 
and aim at things. So body, the one kind of substance there is, has as its most important 
properties not extension (or weight or shape) but intendings (willings) that Descartes would 
have restricted to mind. 
As I have previously explained, in my reading, Nietzsche sees the human being as a 
body, with that body conceived of as being a multiplicity of changing desires, instincts 
and sensations. His conception of the human being - as a body, and as a multiplicity - is 
expressed in a number of instances. The most eloquent expression of his view is, I think, 
to be found in Also sprach Zarathustra, in one of Zarathustra’s discourses named “Of the 
Despisers of the Body.”105 In this discourse, Zarathustra addresses those whom he names 
the despisers of the body, explaining that, contrary to those who take on a “childish” 
perspective of distinguishing between body and soul, the enlightened human being is 
one who says: “I am body entirely, and nothing else; and soul is only a word for something 
about the body” (Z/Z I “Von den Verächtern des Leibes”; “Of the Despisers of the Body” 
KSA 4.39).106 As such, it is already clear that Nietzsche, through the voice of Zarathustra, 
rejects the substance dualism of Cartesianism in its entirety. The word “soul” (or mind, or 
consciousness, to use more contemporary terminology) is, for Nietzsche merely a word we 
use to describe our bodies, and nothing more. Reading this line in isolation may lead one 
to conclude that Nietzsche is propounding a simple reductionism. Yet, Nietzsche continues 
through the voice of Zarathustra to explain that, for him, “…the body is a great sagacity, a 
multiplicity with one sense, a war and a peace, a flock and a shepherd” (ibid., CFB).107 So it 
is the body that for Nietzsche constitutes our intelligence, and, as such, our reason is not 
something separate from that body. The intelligent body, as Nietzsche remarks, has in fact 
“…created spirit for itself…” (Z/Z I “Von den Verächtern des Leibes”; “Of the Despisers of 
105 This view of human being as body and multiplicity is not limited to Also sprach Zarathustra. In 
an unpublished note, for example, he says that “There are only bodily states, the mental ones are 
only consequences and symbolism” (NL 9 [41] KSA 10.358).
106 “Leib bin ich ganz und gar, und Nichts ausserdem; und Seele ist nur ein Wort für ein Etwas am 
Leibe.”
107 “Der Leib ist eine grosse Vernunft, eine Vielheit mit Einem Sinne, ein Krieg und ein Frieden, eine 
Heerde und ein Hirt.”
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the Body” KSA 4.40).108 As a creation, the idea of spirit or soul may have been useful in 
certain periods of our human history, but for Nietzsche, it must be acknowledged for what 
it is – a creation, a word, and nothing more. However, just as Nietzsche does not reserve 
an elevated position for spiritual explanations, he denies the same privilege to mechanistic 
explanations:
Neither of the two explanations of organic life has yet succeeded: neither the one that 
proceeds from mechanics nor the one that proceeds from the spirit. I stress this last point. 
The split is more superficial than we think. The organism is governed in such a way that the 
mechanical world, as well as the spiritual world, can provide only a symbolical explanation. 
(Nietzsche in Brown 2006: 106)
This contention is repeated in a number of places, for example when Nietzsche says that 
we have “…incorporated opinions about certain causes and effects, about mechanism, 
about our ‘I’ and so on. It’s all false however” (NL 11 [323] KSA 9.567). This is because, for 
Nietzsche, we can never access absolute truth about a matter:
[D]ecken sich die Bezeichnungen und die Dinge? Ist die Sprache der adequate Ausdruck 
aller Realitäten? Nur durch Vergesslichkeit kann der Mensch je dazu kommen zu wähnen: er 
besitze eine Wahrheit in dem bezeichneten Grade 
[D]o designations and things coincide? Is language the adequate expression of all realities? 
Only through forgetfulness can human being ever achieve the illusion of possessing a truth in 
the sense just designated. (WL/TL 1 KSA 1. 878, modified by CFB)
This means that our so-called “scientific” statements about the activity of areas in the brain 
would be, in the end, as metaphorical for Nietzsche as the claim that one feels a pain for 
example. As he says: “…to infer from the nerve stimulus to a cause outside us is already 
the result of a false and unjustified application of the principle of sufficient reason.” (ibid., 
CFB).109
Both Brown (2006) and Blondel (1991) point out that Nietzsche’s challenge to dualism 
is also evident in his use of the metaphors of physiology for describing the intellect and 
the metaphors of cognition for describing the body. To mention one example of where 
he characterises a bodily drive as conscious, one can consider where Nietzsche explains 
that “Movement is symbolism for the eye; it indicates that something has been felt, willed, 
thought. (NL 40[21] KSA 11.639, WP 492).110 On the other hand, Nietzsche also often 
characterises conscious activities in bodily terms: “Learning changes us; it does what all 
108 “Der schaffende Leib schuf sich den Geist…”
109 “Von dem Nervenreiz aber weiterzuschliessen auf eine Ursache ausser uns, ist bereits das 
Resultat einer falschen und unberechtigten Anwendung des Satzes vom Grunde.”
110 “Bewegung ist eine Symbolik für das Auge; sie deutet hin, daβ etwas gefühlt, gewollt, gedacht 
worden ist.”
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nourishment does which also does not merely preserve – as physiologists know” (JGB/BGE 
231 KSA 5.170).111 By characterizing mind with physiological terms and physiology with 
terms associated with mind, Nietzsche is able to blur the lines between the mental and the 
physical, and so further challenge the contention that his work constitutes a mere inversion 
of the elevation of the mind that characterises dualism (Brown 2006; Blondel 1991). For 
Nietzsche, then the mind is not a particular “place” and nor is it “inside” of anything 
(Solomon 2003).
If I am right in the above exposition that Nietzsche’s work does not constitute a “hyperbolic 
somaticism” by demonstrating that Nietzsche’s position on the self is able to avoid falling 
into the “logic of reversal” that Shusterman diagnoses in his thinking, then it seems as if it 
should also be difficult to attribute to him the dualistic view that values are projections of 
a “subject” that stands over against the “object” of its investigations. However, Heidegger’s 
objection in this regard is not only directed towards the traditionally conceived subject, but 
rather specifically towards the idea of the subject as a “willing” subject. It is this wilfulness 
that is the second side of the subjectivistic voluntarism which Heidegger sees in Nietzsche’s 
work. Heidegger explains: 
Der sich-wollende Mensch rechnet überall mit den Dingen und den Menschen als dem 
Gegenständigen. […] Der sichdurchsetzende Mensch lebt von den Einsätzen seines Wollens. 
Er lebt wesenhaft im Risiko seines Wesens innerhalb der Vibration des Geldes und des Geltens 
der Werte. Der Mensch ist als dieser ständige Wechsler und Vermittler “der Kaufmann”. Er 
wiegt und erwägt ständig und kennt doch nicht das Eigengewicht der Dinge. (GA 5: 313-4)
Self-willing human being everywhere calculates with things and human beings as objects. 
[...] Self-assertive human being lives by staking his will. He lives by risking his nature in the 
vibration of money and the validity of values. As this constant trader and middleman, human 
being is the “merchant”. He weighs and measures constantly, yet does not know the actual 
weight of things. (WPF: 235, CFB)
It certainly seems as if Nietzsche’s proposal of the revaluation of all values fits this kind 
of characterisation – a self-assertive weighing and measuring of traditional values. As I 
explained in Chapter 2, however, Nietzsche rejects the idea of the will as a “cause” of actions 
performed by a “personal, willing being,” and posits instead that it is only because certain 
organisms can interpret a stimulus as pleasurable or unpleasant that these organisms can 
then create the idea of a will. In sum, Nietzsche rejects the idea that there exists a world of 
singular unities, each driven by a “will,” and so for him, psychology’s idea of the will as an 
“effective capacity” does not exist. The will is, for him, a mere word we have created.
111 “Das Lernen verwandelt uns, es thut Das, was alle Ernährung thut, die auch nicht bloss “erhält” – 
wie der Physiologe weiss.”
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As I concluded in Chapter 2, the above characterisation casts doubt upon Heidegger’s 
previously mentioned assertion that with Nietzsche’s “…nihilistic inversion of the pre-
eminence of representation to the pre-eminence of will as the will to power,” the will 
achieves absolute dominion in the essence of subjectivity (N2: 300-1; WPK: 224), since 
Nietzsche’s characterisation involves a rejection of human being understood as a “subject” 
as well as a rejection of the traditional conception of the will. This is precisely what Müller-
Lauter concludes. In his view:
Heidegger ascribed to Nietzsche’s philosophy a particular significance within the history of 
metaphysics. He regarded it as the completion of Western metaphysics, insofar as it carries 
out the reversal of a metaphysics, the essential possibilities of which have been exhausted. 
Much more, however, occurs in Nietzsche’s thinking: the destruction of metaphysics out of 
itself. It can be shown that subjectivity, precisely as the highest apex of the ‘metaphysics of 
subjectivity’, sinks down into the ground-less. In the shape of the will to power, which sees 
through itself as itself, the metaphysical ‘will to will’ becomes the willed will that no longer 
refers back to a willing agent (Wollendes), back to the will; rather it only refers back to the 
make-up (Gefüge) of the willing agent, which withdraws into the indeterminable (Un-fest-
stell-bare) when questioned about its ultimate, tactical givenness. (Müller-Lauter 1992/1993a: 
37-38).
However, even if we grant Nietzsche the assertion that the willing subject is merely a 
word that we have created, in my view, it remains difficult to grant his discourse complete 
immunity from the subjectivistic voluntarism of which Heidegger accuses it. Why? His 
criticisms of the metaphysical subject-object division are not, in my view, enough to 
convince, since it could be argued that all Nietzsche really does is replace the traditional 
notion of the subject as agent that acts on objects in the world with the conception of the 
subject as a multiplicity of interpreting “affects.” The “subject” (albeit now in scare quotes) 
remains intact as that being that is able to wilfully create new values, with values conceived 
of as “objects” that can be discarded or adopted at will. It is in this sense - in characterising 
values as creations, and in positing the possibility of the creation of new values, even if that 
creation means changing what we understand by a value - that Nietzsche remains, I think, 
within the discourse of the modern. As Bret W. Davis (2007: 152) points out, by claiming that 
a human will that is strong enough to create new values needs to be cultivated, Nietzsche 
turns value into a mere condition of the will, despite his re-definition of the subject and the 
will. This kind of attempt to overcome nihilism – a wilful revaluation – is for Davis “…akin to 
an attempt to put out a fire with kerosene.” (ibid.).
What is significant in this regard is, however, Heidegger’s own changing assessment of 
the Nietzschean “subject” with respect to the creation of new values in the future. In the 
previous chapter, I showed how Heidegger’s reading of two of Nietzsche’s key motifs – the 
will to power and the eternal return – evolved throughout his engagement with Nietzsche’s 
thinking. As I demonstrated there, in Heidegger’s later work, the keywords discussed 
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received a pointedly more positive appreciation. The same kind of movement can, as I 
mentioned there, be observed in Heidegger’s reception of the Nietzschean Übermensch. 
Although I do not here engage in a discussion thereof, it is evident, especially from my 
examination of Heidegger’s reception of the eternal return, that his view of the Übermensch 
undergoes a similar evolution. In fact, as a number of theorists including for example David 
Wood (2002:39) have pointed out, Heidegger’s conception of authentic Dasein exhbitis 
strong affinities with his later, more positive, reading of Nietzsche’s Übermensch. What is 
notable, as Wood (ibid.) points out, is that this affinity is particularly evident in Heidegger’s 
Beiträge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis) – a text that was composed at the same time as 
the Nietzsche lectures. Indeed, as was mentioned in the Introduction, the Beiträge zur 
Philosophie can be read as a book “…of spontaneous, untraditional philosophizing that 
integrates Nietzsche with this process of thought, making him a participant in the event” 
(Behler 1995: 88, emphasis CFB). 
From this, it seems reasonable to conclude that although the Nietzschean critique of 
the willing subject does not yet, in my reading, go far enough to completely escape the 
metaphysical subject-object division that underlies Heidegger’s problematisation of a 
thinking in values, it certainly serves as a robust proto-contextualist precursor to the 
development of the collapse of that division within Heidegger’s own hermeneutic and 
contextualist thinking on values. 
5) Values as predeterminations of things present-to-hand 
In Chapter 1, and to some extent in Chapter 2, I explained that Heidegger argues that 
seeing value as constant presence ignores the “ecstatic temporality of Dasein,” whereby 
all entities, including values, are rendered present only “…out of a future which remains 
forever beyond the span of the present” (Emad 1989: 144). Since the nature of Being is, 
in Heidegger’s view, inaccessible (and so not constantly present) he regards thinking in 
terms of constant presence as genuine nihilism. Said otherwise, if values embody constant 
presence, as Heidegger claims, then they neglect the entire span of temporality that is not 
constantly present. As such, thinking in values limits access to genuine temporality and the 
authentic existence of human being (Emad 1989: 162).
As I explained in my discussion of Heidegger’s understanding of Zuhandenheit and 
Vorhandenheit (presence-at-hand) in Chapter 1, for Heidegger, values and practical 
concerns are not something the mind adds to a more original perception of an objective 
reality of entities that subsist over time, as he claims Rickert does, but rather something 
that is part and parcel of our everydayness as human beings. Can Nietzsche’s understanding 
of values escape the charge that his conception does not “…throw a ‘significance’ over what 
is nakedly objectively present and does not stick a value on it…” (SZ: 150; BaT: 140), i.e. 
conceive of values as predeterminations of things present-to-hand? 
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In my discussion of Nietzsche’s characterisation of valuation, I pointed out that Nietzsche’s 
claim in Menschliches, Allzumenschliches that “…all evaluations are premature and must 
be so,” means, in my view, that we cannot conclude that valuation is, for Nietzsche, 
something hitched on to our ideas or actions as an afterthought, but rather something 
that is already part of our very “illogical” and “unfair” being human. Indeed, as I explained, 
Nietzsche specifically points out that all our “inclinations” and “disinclinations” depend 
upon evaluation. I found additional support for my interpretation in the unpublished 
notes, citing for example, Nietzsche’s claim that all our sense perceptions are completely 
permeated by valuations as well as his assertion that even our sensations of pleasure and 
pain are the effects of valuations that are instinctually regulated. As a result, I concluded 
that valuation is not something Nietzsche thinks we do after we have perceived things or 
sensations, but rather is an integral part of perception itself, and as such, that Nietzsche’s 
understanding of values is much closer to Heidegger’s than Heidegger allows, since it yields 
what I called a proto-contextualist understanding of values. As I have shown in this chapter, 
however, Nietzsche’s proposal of revaluation and the consequent creation of new values 
may sit in an uneasy tension with this proto-contextualism that I have identified in his work, 
since the revaluation and creation of new values can certainly be read as an attempt to stick 
values on the nakedly, objectively present. I do, however, believe that if we acknowledge the 
proto-contextualism in Nietzsche’s thinking, then Nietzsche’s work is able to, for the most 
part, avoid this criticism of value thinking.
Conclusion
In the preceding section, I have shown that although Nietzsche’s conception of values is 
able to escape most of Heidegger’s objections to thinking in values, it seems that remnants 
of the neo-Kantian conception of values and valuation remain present within his thinking. 
It is, in my view, especially in his postulation of the willed creation of new values as the 
culmination of his revaluation of all values project that this becomes most apparent. As 
such, his solution to nihilism – a thinking in values – remains unsatisfactory. My view is in 
line with the work of Gianni Vattimo (1993), who also presents Nietzsche’s “overcoming” 
of nihilism as coextensive with complete nihilism - an overcoming that does not constitute 
a stage beyond it. For Vattimo (1993), when the highest values have been devalued, we 
cannot posit new values that could be more authentic than the ones we have deposed. 
Vattimo (1993) is right in claiming that we cannot pose new categories of value without 
believing that they are just as much errors as those we have deposed. In his view, there can 
be no simple overcoming of nihilism by means of a revaluation of values. Complete nihilism 
cannot be overcome because nihilism is the radical lack of foundation. Rather, what the 
overcoming of nihilism consists in, for Vattimo (1988), is the overcoming of the desire to 
overcome nihilism itself. It is here that I believe that Vattimo’s position can be aligned most 
closely with my interpretation of Heidegger’s notion of Gelassenheit, a theme that I explore 
in the final chapter to come.
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Summary and Prelude to Chapter 4
In this chapter, I have provided an examination of Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche in terms 
of the question of values and value thinking, with a special emphasis on the question of 
Nietzsche’s revaluation proposal. The chapter was divided into three sections, beginning 
with an introductory section that focused primarily on developing a reading of Nietzsche’s 
characterisation of values and valuation. As part of this section, I considered the question 
of relativism as it is related to the Nietzschean conception of values, and concluded that 
Nietzsche’s perspectivalist position allows him to escape the charge of a facile relativism.
The second part of the chapter was aimed at unravelling the question of revaluation. 
My aim in this section was to attempt to understand what Nietzsche suggests when he 
proposes the revaluation as a response to nihilism, and to expose some of the difficulties 
and contradictions that arise as a result of the proposal, including a brief discussion of 
the “authority” problem. I concluded that if one reads Nietzsche’s perspectivalism in the 
way I proposed earlier in the chapter, then the authority problem can be overcome in a 
meaningful way.
The third and final section of the chapter involved considering Heidegger’s five objections to 
value thinking identified in Chapter 1 in the light of the preceding exposition of Nietzsche’s 
thinking on values, valuation and revaluation. I considered Heidegger’s objections to: 1) 
Values as predeterminations of things present-to-hand; 2) Values conceived as a-historical 
and enduringly present; 3) Values as having ontological status; 4) Values as projections 
of a willing “subject;” and 5) An approach to values via a method that is considered 
foundational, and concluded that using Heidegger’s criticisms of value thinking as a lens 
to examine Nietzsche’s proposal of a revaluation allows for a number of deficiencies in the 
Nietzschean approach to values and valuation to be revealed. Nietzsche’s thinking remains 
problematic since it remains metaphysical in its (albeit unusual) subjectivist voluntarism. 
Even though Nietzsche is severely critical of traditional moralities because of their desire 
for redemption and security, his own alternative remains, I think, focused on the willing of 
human being, and which requires for its fulfilment the willed production of the humans of 
the future.
The final chapter of the current work considers the question of whether Heidegger’s own 
thinking can in any way lend itself to the development of an ethics or an aesthetics, despite 
his rejection of a thinking in values. If I am right that in his dismissal of value-thinking, 
Heidegger is able to escape the difficulties of navigating the breach between Sein and Sollen 
in a way which Nietzsche cannot, it remains to be seen as to whether Heidegger’s approach 
can provide the means with which questions of ethics or aesthetics may be fruitfully 
approached. My question is whether Gadamer is correct when he asserts that:
In truth, however, a deep ambiguity characterises Heidegger’s image of Nietzsche, in that 
he follows Nietzsche into the most extreme positions and precisely at that point he find 
the excesses [Un-wesen] of metaphysics at work insofar as in the valuing and revaluing of 
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all values Being itself really becomes a value-concept in the service of the ‘Will to Power’. 
Heidegger’s attempt to think Being goes far beyond such dissolving of metaphysics into 
values-thinking: or better yet, he goes back behind metaphysics itself without being satisfied, 
as Nietzsche was, with the extreme of its self-dissolution (Gadamer 1989a: 25). 
It remains to be seen in the next chapter whether Heidegger is able to develop a way in 
which to move beyond this “dissolving of metaphysics into value thinking” in terms of his 
own thinking.
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 Thinking against Values
Weil gegen die “Werte” gesprochen wird, entsetzt man sich über eine Philosophie, die es 
angeblich wagt, die höchsten Güter der Menschheit der Miβachtung preiszugeben. Denn 
was ist “logischer” als dies, daβ ein Denken, das die Werte leugnet, notwendig alles für 
wertlos ausgeben muβ? […] Man ist so erfüllt von “Logik”, daβ alles sogleich als verwerfliches 
Gegenteil verrechnet wird, was der gewohnten Schläfrigkeit des Meinens zuwider ist. Man 
wirft alles, was nicht bei dem bekannten und beliebten Positiven stehenbleibt, in die zuvor 
angelegte Grube der bloβen Negation, die alles verneint, dadurch im Nichts endet und so 
den Nihilismus vollendet. Man läβt auf diesem logischen Weg alles in einem Nihilismus 
untergehen, das man sich mit Hilfe der Logik erfunden hat. 
(GA 9: 177-178)
Because we are speaking against “values” people are horrified at a philosophy that ostensibly 
dares to despise humanity’s best qualities. For what is more “logical” than that a thinking 
that denies values must necessarily pronounce everything valueless? [...] We are so filled 
with “logic” that anything that disturbs the habitual somnolence of prevailing opinion 
is automatically registered as a despicable contradiction. We pitch everything that does 
not stay close to the familiar and beloved positive into the previously excavated pit of 
pure negation which negates everything, ends in nothing, and so consummates nihilism. 
Following this logical course we let everything expire in a nihilism we invented for ourselves 
with the aid of logic. 
(LoH: 263-264)
Introduction
In the previous chapter, I examined Nietzsche’s understanding of values, with a specific 
emphasis on his proposal of a revaluation of values as a remedy for nihilism. I also considered 
Heidegger’s rejection of value thinking as a means to reflect upon Nietzsche’s revaluation 
proposal. This was achieved by specifically considering Heidegger’s five objections to value 
thinking that were identified in Chapter 1. In the current chapter, I explore the question 
of whether Heidegger, in his rejection of value thinking, “…promise[s] us bread and give[s] 
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us stones” (Adorno 1973: 79), or whether his rejection of value thinking could be a fruitful 
approach for developing an ethics (or an aesthetics1)? As is pointed out by Spader (2002: 
121), we would expect an ethics to “… show how we make moral choices and give us a 
way of resolving moral dilemmas.” Similarly, we would expect an aesthetics to provide us 
with a means to make reasoned judgements about art and the beautiful.2 Can Heidegger’s 
thinking, which is based upon the rejection of speaking in values, accomplish this in any 
way? As I expressed the problem in an earlier footnote, the question (as it pertains to 
ethics) is how it is possible to identify the good without also conceiving it in relation to 
an evaluative principle, since by rejecting values, Heidegger is excluding any normative 
discourse that is expressed in terms of values. I show in this chapter that in spite of (or even 
better, because of) his rejection of a thinking in values, Heidegger is able to develop some 
promising proposals in this regard.
I begin by examining selected themes in the early Heidegger that I contend can lend 
themselves to developing an ethics that is not mired in the problematic fact-value 
distinction. These include the interplay between authenticity and inauthenticity, as well 
as his understanding of being-toward-death, Mitsein and Fürsorge.3 All of these themes 
are united under his proposal of an attitude of resolute openness. I then consider two 
themes that emerge in his later thinking - dwelling and Gelassenheit. I conclude that his 
early thinking that conceives of Dasein as resolute openness, as well as his later suggestions 
centered around Gelassenheit are complementary, and that both these aspects of 
Heidegger’s thinking allow for the development of an ethics that is able to move beyond 
the difficulties of a thinking in values. I do not, however, engage in a critical appreciation 
of these aspects of his work, reserving such an endeavour for another occasion. Indeed, as 
was mentioned in the introduction, this chapter is conceived of as largely exploratory, and 
I do not pretend to provide a full and complete investigation of the themes in Heidegger’s 
thinking that are relevant to the development of an ethics.
1  For the sake of brevity, I concentrate my efforts in this chapter only on the question of an ethics. 
However, it is my contention that the interpretation presented here can, I think, be extended 
to aesthetics - another area in which thinking in values has traditionally been assumed to be 
essential. I withhold developing such an extension for another occasion.
2  It must be noted that I follow Graham McFee (1992: 42-44) in distinguishing between the 
terms “artistic” and “aesthetic” since our appreciation for aesthetic objects, such as sunsets or 
mountains, is, I agree, distinct from our appreciation of works of art. Here, however, I use the 
term “aesthetic” as shorthand to encompass both works of art and other aesthetic objects.
3  A comprehensive examination of these themes in Heidegger’s thinking would require a book-
length treatment, something that I cannot complete in the context of the current work. As 
such, this chapter is only able to provide the broad strokes of such an endeavour.
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Being and Ethics – The Early Heidegger and Resolute Openness
A significant number of theorists, including Emmanuel Levinas and Jürgen Habermas, have 
strongly expressed their doubts about the possibility of an ethics in Heidegger. Levinas 
(1969, 2001), for example, argues that Heidegger is so preoccupied with giving Being its 
due, that he fails to do justice to human being, who is my neighbour. Even more strongly, 
Luc Ferry, commenting on Heidegger’s conception of Gelassenheit contends that:
If it is Being that “acts” through us, if under these conditions it behooves us “to do nothing, 
merely to wait” and to adopt the pure and simple attitude of “releasement” (Gelassenheit), any 
ethical view of the world, every form of criticism should vanish. It would be pointless, then, 
to clutter up the marketplace with books denouncing the ravages of technology, the horrors 
of totalitarianism, or “the banality of evil”, because for someone thinking philosophically, 
“coherence”, however conceived, cannot be a vain word. (Ferry 1990: 23)
Heidegger’s critique and rejection of speaking in values has also been especially strongly 
criticised by those who consider his rejection of value thinking an explanation for his 
involvement with National Socialism.4 Karl Löwith, for example, accuses Heidegger of an 
unprincipled “occasionalistic” decisionism due to his denial of objective values in politics. 
He compares Heidegger’s analytic of Dasein with Carl Schmitt’s concept of political being in 
order to prove that Heidegger falls into this occasionalistic decisionism (Löwith 1995: 144-
150).
All of these claims are, in my view however, mistaken. As I have explained previously, 
Heidegger’s question is an ontological question – the question of Being. In order to explore 
that question, he gives priority to developing an understanding of Dasein’s way of being. 
This focus does not, however, mean that Heidegger is indifferent to ethical questions, 
but is rather expressive of his contention that ethical questions cannot be adequately 
addressed without first exploring the ontological question of Dasein’s manner of existence. 
In Heidegger’s early work, it is precisely by means of a clarification of the existential 
constitution of Dasein that the way in which Dasein is ethical in her world is in fact revealed. 
As Jean Grondin explains:
If Heidegger did not develop any specific “ethics”, it is only because his entire project, founded 
as it is on the self-preoccupation of Dasein, which is also ‘there’ collectively was ethical from 
the ground up. (Grondin 1994: 355)
4  I do not discuss Heidegger’s involvement with National Socialism in the current work since my 
motive here is not to try to “save” Heidegger from his regrettable political choices, but rather to 
explore how his thinking can make a contribution to ethics. I do, however, provide a detailed 
discussion of my view on Heidegger’s political engagement in Botha (2001). See also my Botha 
(2011) where I again take up this problem.
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How can we understand this claim? Heidegger’s contextualist approach that I discussed 
in previous chapters implies that we are always already shaped by ethical considerations, 
even before we reflect upon them. As such, ethics is not, for Heidegger, just an area of 
specialisation in philosophy – a mere label – but rather part and parcel of our very being 
human. This claim becomes clearer if we consider Heidegger’s understanding of resolute 
openness (Ent-schlossenheit), which, as I explained in Chapter 2, can be seen as Heidegger’s 
version of “autonomous moral agency,” where human autonomy is purged of “…anything 
like the moral law that was its essential counterpart in Kantian ethical theory” (Olafson 
1998: 47). As I related in Chapter 2, the concept of resolute openness is explored as one 
conceivable response to what Heidegger calls the “call of conscience” in Sein und Zeit. 
Conscience silently (SZ: 273; BaT: 252) conveys that although Dasein mostly lives secure 
in the anonymity of das Man, she is, as an individual, ultimately responsible for everything 
that she does (SZ: 282; BaT: 260). Hearing the silent call of conscience means making a 
commitment to living one’s life in one’s own way – “letting oneself be summoned out of 
one’s lostness in the they” (SZ: 299; BaT: 275).5 For Heidegger, resoluteness as a mode of the 
disclosedness of Dasein is then a stance in the life of human being that constitutes what he 
calls authentic responsibility (SZ: 297; BaT: 273).
Resoluteness is then intimately linked to Heidegger’s distinction between authentic and 
inauthentic Dasein. As was also explained in Chapter 2, Dasein is authentic, for Heidegger, 
when she no longer takes the world for granted as some objective entity “present-at-hand,” 
but rather recognises it as an open horizon of possibilities “ready-to-hand”(DFA: 162-163; 
WDR: 259-260). In addition, authentic Dasein assumes responsibility for her being-towards-
death as her own-most possibility (SZ: 240; BaT: 223), and it is this that allows Dasein to 
open herself up to the question of Being. Authenticity means that Dasein resolutely 
comes to her own decision in terms of her involvements in the world, and in light of her 
temporality.
On the other hand, inauthenticity is for Heidegger a refusal of Dasein’s being-towards-
death, and so also a refusal of the revelation of Being (SZ: 259; BaT: 239). Human being 
exists inauthentically to the extent that she flees from her awareness of responsibility and 
death (SZ: 252: BaT: 233), seeking refuge in the security of the anonymity of das Man. Das 
Man protects her against the experience of angst by covering over death as her ownmost 
possibility (SZ: 254; BaT: 235). In addition, the security of das Man lulls human being into 
conformity and an unchecked “busyness” (SZ: 178; BaT: 166). To experience angst is for 
human being to come to the authentic awareness that she is displaced - out of joint with 
das Man and with herself. It is to realise that nobody can die for her – death is rather her 
ownmost possibility (SZ 263; BaT: 243) that can never be made into an “object” that is 
external to her (SZ 258; BaT 238). By allowing the recovery of the authentic self from the 
inauthentic crowd, the authentic attitude allows human being to reflect upon how her 
5  “Die Entschlossenheit bedeutet Sich-aufrufenlassen aus der Verlorenheit in das Man.”
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existence is an issue for her, and so doing, revitalises the forgotten question of Being. In other 
words, resoluteness as “disclosedness” allows for the self to be open to the questioning of 
Being (SZ 325; BaT: 299).
From this concise exposition of Heidegger’s conception of resolute openness and its relation 
to authenticity, it is clear that Heidegger understands Dasein as faced with possibility of 
either authentically taking up her particular circumstances in a unique way, or remaining 
lost in the inauthentic crowd. As such, Dasein’s being ethical does not rely on a theory 
that pretends to provide rational, objective justifications, or a willing of new values, but 
rather, her being ethical is part of her very being-in-the-world. This then also explains why 
Heidegger rejects speaking of values as “add-ons” to our existence. For him, the world in 
which we are immersed exposes us to particular valuations, and they become a part of who 
we are, even before we reflect upon them. Even after we reflect upon them, our valuations 
are never detachable from our particular existential concerns – they are always “given” to us 
in our particular being-in-the-world, and as such, are not open to wilful creation. Values are 
not merely arbitrary choices of a willing subject, but are rather revealed in the worldliness 
of Dasein.
There are two important points that that may be highlighted at this juncture. Firstly, 
Heidegger’s view of the process of the disclosure of Being in and through Dasein means that 
our ethical choices are not less “real” or less “true” than so-called facts about Dasein’s world. 
In other words, the fact-value distinction that has plagued Western ethical theorising 
is collapsed, and the problem of how it is possible that we can know values is dissolved. 
Secondly, as was mentioned in Chapter 2, Heidegger’s notion of authenticity can be seen 
to contribute towards a renewed understanding of ethics. This is a significant point, since 
Heidegger could be accused of encouraging a kind of passivity with regards to ethical 
decisions if his claim that values are “given” to us in our particular being-in-the-world is 
read without considering his distinction between inauthenticity and authenticity. In other 
words, if our values are given to us, then it seems difficult to understand why or how we 
could challenge the status quo into which we as Dasein are “thrown.” Heidegger’s distinction 
between authenticity and inauthenticity provides a promising way to understand how this 
could take place.
As I have previously mentioned, to be authentic is not intended as an escape from social 
life, but rather is a call to experience it in a particular way. The authentic individual, in 
Heidegger’s view, acknowledges her social constitution, but refuses to become lost in the 
usual ways of coping that limit ontological reflection (see especially SZ 298; BaT: 274). 
This point finds significant support in Heidegger’s characterisation of Dasein as essentially 
Mitsein (SZ: 121; BaT: 113) - human being is essentially a being-with others.6 For Heidegger, 
6  In this context, it must be noted that a number of theorists have attempted to develop 
interpretations of how Heidegger’s conception of Dasein as essentially a being-with-others can 
provide a ground upon which to build a politics of action. A particularly notable contribution 
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even when Dasein is physically alone, she is still a “being-with in the world” (ibid.); even when 
Dasein thinks that she does not need others, and refuses to turn to them for help, she is still 
“…in the mode of being-with” (SZ 123; BaT: 116). This means that Heidegger goes much 
further than merely stating that human existence is social, i.e. that we are first and foremost 
isolated subjects who then only secondarily relate to others. Rather, it is Heidegger’s view 
that it is only because Dasein has the essential structure of being-with, that our own Da-sein 
as Mitda-sein is encounterable by others (SZ: 121; BaT: 113). As such, we are, in an essential 
sense, “co-constituted” by each other. From this, it seems reasonable to conclude that for 
Heidegger, ethical relations are constitutive of who we are, rather than being an appendage 
to our basic existence, or a mere area of enquiry in philosophy as an academic discipline. 
The question remains, however, as to exactly how Dasein’s essential being-with contributes 
towards the development of an ethical sensibility. Heidegger continues in Sein und Zeit 
to explain that the character of our being-towards-others is different from the character 
of our being towards entities ready-to-hand and present-at-hand (SZ: 121; BaT: 114), 
a distinction that was previously discussed in the current work. In his discussion of our 
being-towards-others, Heidegger distinguishes between Sorge (care); Besorgen (concern) 
and Fürsorge (solicitude). As is pointed out by Inwood (1999), distinguishing between these 
three concepts allows Heidegger’s view to be differentiated from the traditional view that 
our attitude towards the world is principally motivated by a concern for knowledge. 
Since it is my view that in Fürsorge we can find a significant clue as to what Heidegger would 
encourage for the development of an ethical sensibility, I will limit my discussion to this 
concept. Fürsorge is Heidegger’s way of describing how we comport ourselves towards other 
human beings in the manner of a “caring for.” (SZ: 121; BaT: 114) As he explains, Fürsorge 
can be expressed in various ways, ranging from negative indifference (ibid.) to the positive. 
A positive, active comportment towards others can be “inauthentic” when it involves a 
“leaping in” for the other - a “taking care” of their possibilities for them (SZ: 122; BaT: 114). 
This kind of comportment could result in dependence and dominance (ibid.), and hence 
is deemed inauthentic. Fürsorge, however, can be “authentic” when it involves a freeing of 
the other for their own possibilities (SZ: 122; BaT: 115). In Fürsorge, we do not attend to the 
other in a paternalistic manner, but rather, we give attention to the authentic possibilities 
of that other.7 Authentic decisions that are informed by Fürsorge and a willingness to 
in this regard is, in my view, that of Nicholas Dungey (2001). Although I do not discuss Dungey’s 
contribution in any detail here, it is my view that Dungey is justified in his argument that 
“Heidegger’s account of Dasein’s being-with-others provides us with a way of comprehending 
action and cooperation that is not reducible to autonomous, self-interested subjects. In fact, 
Heidegger demonstrates the extent to which social action and cooperation can be understood 
without reliance upon the subject, and in this way Heidegger’s analysis goes further than 
Habermas’s.” (Dungey 2001: 460)
7  Already at this point, it seems clear to me that that Fürsorge can be connected to Heidegger’s 
later developed conception of Gelassenheit, since it encourages letting persons be – in this case, 
letting them be themselves in an active manner.
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recognise Dasein’s being-towards-death are decisions that are made under the weight of a 
deep sense of responsibility, and so can provide a starting point for an ethics.8
This way of reading Heidegger’s early thinking is consistent with the readings presented 
with a number of other theorists. Joanna Hodge (1995: 202), for example, sees Heidegger’s 
thinking in Sein und Zeit specifically as “an ethical enquiry” - one that “…is at work in the 
analysis of Dasein and in the account of the call of conscience.” What Hodge points out that 
is of particular importance in the current context is that Heidegger does make available:
…a set of distinctions between morality, formal ethical analysis, material ethical analysis, a 
study of character formation and a fifth form of enquiry, which in the ‘Letter on humanism’ 
he calls originary ethics. Morality can be understood as the concern with good and evil. 
Theories of morality attempt to provide derivations of judgements of good and evil from 
some set of principles. In the mode of formal ethical analysis there is a claim to the universal 
scope of such principles, concerned with all human beings and seeking to establish the 
universalisability of judgement. The aim is to demonstrate the possibility of judgement, 
of actions, both past and future, and of character, as though there were no limit to the 
availability to a judge of an understanding of what there is to be judged. There is implicit 
in the claim to universalisability the stance of a perfect knowledge and understanding 
attributed in the Christian tradition only to God. When Heidegger mentions formal and 
material ethics (SZ: 294), he makes it clear that he intends by these terms the theories of 
Kant and of Scheler. He does not directly engage with these views, seeking rather to show 
that there is a prior question of the emergence of a capacity to judge. Even Aristotle’s concern 
with the formation of character presupposes an understanding of the ontological conditions 
making such a capacity possible. Thus, in Being and Time, Heidegger is attempting to spell out 
the ontological conditions required for Aristotle’s concern with the formation of character to 
make sense. (Hodge 1995: 201-2)
As is evident from Hodge’s explanation above, Heidegger specifically distances his own 
efforts from traditional forms of ethics that attempt to provide an objective set of rules for 
conduct. In doing so, the resoluteness that Heidegger encourages is not, however, as Löwith 
charges, an opportunistic decisionism. Heidegger specifically characterises resoluteness 
as that which “…brings the self right into its being together with things at hand, actually 
taking care of them, and pushes it toward concerned being with with the others” (SZ: 298; 
8  Andrea Kenkman (2005) provides an excellent discussion of how Heidegger’s care structure can 
accommodate Dasein’s relations with patients in a persistent vegetative state, as well as with 
non-human animals. Although I do not discuss these examples here, I agree with Kenkman that 
Heidegger’s care structure would allow for Dasein to relate to patients in a persistent vegetative 
state in a manner of Fürsorge. Kenkman also suggests that adding another circle to the structure, 
that she describes as ver-sorgen, allows Heidegger’s care structure to describe our relations to 
non-human animals in a way that accommodates Heidegger’s other statements on non-human 
animals.
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BaT: 274).9 This is not morality, formal ethical analysis, material ethical analysis, or a study 
of character formation, since even though “resoluteness never makes itself definite except 
in a resolution; […] it has, all the same, its existential definiteness” (SZ: 298; BaT: 275).10 
Human choice is therefore, in Heidegger’s view, not determined by “objective” values, but 
neither is it completely unconstrained. It is from this conclusion that I can agree with Scott 
who claims that “…the ethical and political relevance of Being and Time is found in the 
absence of an ethics or politics; and […] this absence, when appropriated in our ethics and 
politics, is to the advantage of human life.”(Scott 1996: 197). By avoiding traditional ways 
of approaching ethics, and by rejecting value thinking as it is conceived of in terms of the 
split between facts and values, Heidegger certainly opens his work up to accusations that 
his thinking cannot and does not lend itself to an ethics. Yet, from the way I have presented 
aspects of Heidegger’s early thinking, showing how an ethical sensibility is thought of as 
being part and parcel of the very being of Dasein, plus linking that to the possibility of an 
authentic attitude of Fürsorge and the authentic recognition of Dasein’s being-towards-
death, it seems that the means to develop an ethics (albeit an ethics of a very non-
traditional sort) is certainly present in his work. Heidegger’s later work builds upon this 
foundation, and it is to his concepts of dwelling and Gelassenheit to which I now turn.
Ethics, Dwelling and Gelassenheit
In his Brief über den Humanismus, Heidegger relates how a “young friend” asked him “When 
are you going to write an ethics?” (GA 9: 183; LoH: 268). As part of the discussion this 
question prompts, Heidegger explores his own interpretation of the Greek word ethos – 
part of the root of the English “ethics.” In Heidegger’s view, looking back to the root of the 
words we use is crucial,11 and when we do so, a number of insights emerge. He says:
Soll nun gemäβ der Grundbedeutung des Wortes  der Name Ethik dies sagen, daβ sie 
den Aufenthalt des Menschen bedenkt, dann ist dasjenige Denken, das die Wahrheit des 
Seins als das anfängliche Element des Menschen als eines eksistierenden denkt, in sich schon 
die ursprüngliche Ethik. Dieses Denken ist aber dann auch nicht erst Ethik, weil es Ontologie 
ist. (GA 9: 187) 
9  “Die Entschlossenheit bringt das Selbst gerade in das jeweilige besorgende Sein bei Zuhandenem 
und stößt es in das fürsorgende Mit-sein mit den Anderen.”
10 “Aber die existenzielle, jeweils erst im Entschluß sich bestimmende Unbestimmtheit der 
Entschlossenheit hat gleichwohl ihre existenziale Bestimmtheit.”
11 I have not, in the current work, discussed Heidegger’s view of language. In Botha (2001) I provide 
an examination of this crucial aspect of his thinking. I show there how language is, for Heidegger, 
not something that human subjects use as an instrument to control their world, but rather that 
language is what displays human being - to himself and to others - as always already in the world. 
In addition, I there expound upon my view that, in line with Leslie Paul Thiele (2006: 120-121), 
attributing a linguistic chauvinism to Heidegger ignores aspects of his work where he explicitly 
does not privilege only German and Greek over other languages.
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If the name “ethics,” in keeping with the basic meaning of the word , should now say 
that ethics ponders the abode of the human being, then that thinking which thinks the truth 
of being as the primordial element of the human being, as one who eksists, is in itself originary 
ethics. However, this thinking is not ethics in the first instance because it is ontology. (LoH 
271)
In order to understand what Heidegger intends by linking ethics to ethos and on that basis, 
claiming that “ethics ponders the abode of human being” (ibid.), it is useful, I think, to 
consider his Ister-lectures, where – in conversation with both Sophocles and Hölderlin – 
Heidegger develops the motif of the journey and its relation to home.
As I have explained elsewhere (Botha 2011), in these lectures, Heidegger begins with a 
discussion of the theme of Hölderlin’s hymn - the Danube River. In the first strophe of the 
hymn we read:
The Ister
Now come, fire!
Eager are we
To see the day,
And when the trial
Has passed through our knees,
May someone sense the forest’s cry.
We, however, sing from the Indus
Arrived from afar and
From Alpheus, long have
We sought what is fitting,
Not without pinions may
Someone grasp at what is nearest
Directly
And reach the other side.
Here, however, we wish to build.
For rivers make arable
The land. Whenever plants grow
And there in summer
The animals go to drink,
So human go there too.
(I: 4)12
12 Der Ister
  Jetzt komme, Feuer!
  Begierig sind wir,
  Zu schauen den Tag,
  Und wenn die Prüfung
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This first strophe uncontroversially indicates that rivers are out-standing and significant 
places where humans and other beings can find their homes (GA: 53: 12; I: 12). Heidegger 
then expands upon this claim, saying that:
Der Strom ist die Ortschaft für das Wohnen. Der Strom is die Wanderschaft des 
Heimischwerdens. Ja noch deutlicher: Der Strom ist sogar die Ortschaft, die in der 
Wanderschaft verändert wird. (GA 53: 36)
The river is the locality for dwelling. The river is the journeying of becoming homely. To put 
it more clearly: the river is that very locality that is attained in and through the journeying. 
(I: 31). 
What does he mean? He repeats the uncontentious claim that the river can be seen as a 
location for a home, i.e. as a place for settlement. He then continues by claiming that the 
river can also be seen as a journey towards homecoming. As I have explained elsewhere 
(Botha 2011), this claim can be better understood if we recognise that Hölderlin specifically 
chooses the river “Ister” as theme for his hymn. As Heidegger clarifies, “Ister” is the name 
the Romans gave to the lower parts of the Danube river (GA 53: 10; I: 10), and what makes 
the Ister-river exceptional is, as Gosetti-Ferencei (2004: 93) explains, that its current always 
appears to flow against the current of the Danube. The movement of the river’s water 
makes it appear as if the Ister is perpetually flowing towards its home or source, and it is 
precisely this idea that Heidegger wants to emphasise in his analysis (GA 35: 178; I: 143). 
Heidegger’s second statement now makes sense: the river can also be seen as a journey 
towards homecoming in the same way that the Ister-river perpetually seems to be moving 
towards its source or home. Heidegger concludes that the river is the dwelling place that is 
attained only in or through a journeying.   
  Ist durch die Knie gegangen,
  Mag einer spüren das Waldgeschrei.
  Wir singen aber vom Indus her
  Fernangekommen und
  Vom Alpheus, lange haben
  Das Schickliche wir gesucht,
  Nicht ohne Schwingen mag
  Zum Nächsten einer greifen
  Geradezu
  Und kommen auf die andere Seite.
  Hier aber wollen wir bauen.
  Denn Ströme machen urbar
  Das Land. Wenn nämlich Kräuter wachsen
  Und an denselben gehn
  Im Sommer zu trinken die Tiere,
  So gehn auch Menschen daran. 
  (GA 53: 3)
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From this reading, Heidegger develops specific implications for human being and her search 
for a home:
Ortschaft und Wanderschaft, worin sich das dichterische Wesen der Ströme bekundet, sind 
aber auf das Heimischwerden im Eigenen bezogen, und dies in der ausgezeichneten Weise, 
daß das Eigene, die Findung des Eigenen und die Aneignung des gefundenen Eigenen nicht 
das Selbstverständlichste und Leichteste ist, sondern das Schwerste bleibt und als diese 
Schwerste in die dichterische Sorge gestellt wird. [...] Dieses Heimischwerden im Eigenen 
schließt in sich, daß der Mensch zunächst und langehin und zuweilen für immer nicht 
heimisch ist. Und dies wiederum schließt ein, das der Mensch das Heimische verkennt 
und verleugnet und flieht, vielleicht sogar verleugnen muß. Das Heimischwerden ist so ein 
Durchgang durch das Fremde (GA 53: 60)
Locality and journeying, however, in which the poetic essence of the rivers is announced, 
relate to becoming homely in what is one’s own. And this is so in the distinctive sense that 
one’s own, finding one’s own, and appropriating what one has found as one’s own, is not 
that which is most self-evident or easiest but remains what is most difficult. As what is 
most difficult, it is taken into poetic care. [...] This coming to be at home in one’s own in 
itself entails that human beings are initially, and for a long time, and sometimes forever, not 
at home. And this in turn entails that human beings fail to recognize, that they deny, and 
perhaps even have to deny and flee what belongs to the home. Coming to be at home is thus 
a passage through the foreign (I: 48-49). 
The river is representative of “becoming homely in what is one’s own”, because a sense of 
home for human beings is also, in Heidegger’s view, both a place and a journey. Coming to 
be at home in one’s own is “what is most difficult” for human being - a theme that is further 
elaborated upon in Heidegger’s discussion of Sophocles’ Antigone.
As I also explained on a previous occasion (Botha 2011), in his exegesis of Sophocles’ 
Antigone that follows in the second part of the lecture, Heidegger concentrates on the word 
δείνόν (deinon), which is usually translated as “that which is fearful and therefore arouses 
fear” (GA 53: 83; I: 63). However, Heidegger contends that deinon should be translated as 
“uncanny” (Unheimlich) or “unhomely” (Unheimisch) (GA 53: 84; I: 64). Using this peculiar 
translation, Heidegger interprets the opening lines of the chorus as an evocation of the 
essential homelessness of human being: 
Das Wort des Sophokles, daß der Mensch das unheimlichste Wesen sei, besagt dann, daß der 
Mensch in einem einzigen Sinne nicht heimisch und daß das Heimischwerden seine Sorge ist 
(GA 53: 87).
Sophocles’ word, which speaks of the human being as the most uncanny being, says that 
human beings are, in a singular sense, not homely, and that their care is to become homely. 
(I: 71)
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As I suggested in Botha (2011), to better understand this claim, it is useful to consult 
Heidegger’s Einführung in die Metaphysik where Heidegger provides another interpretation 
of Sophocles’ Antigone. In this text, Heidegger characterises the Heimliche as that which 
threatens human being’s existence. The Heimliche includes those actions and activities 
that are usual and ordinary (GA 40: 160; IM: 161). For Heidegger, it is human being herself 
who is the Unheimliche, specifically because she disrupts the mediocre and the known 
(ibid.). Antigone is for Heidegger an out-standing example in this regard. In Antigone’s 
dialogue with her sister, Ismene, Ismene tries to persuade Antigone not to bury her brother 
Polyneices. This is because burying him would go against Creon’s command to leave 
Polyneices unburied. Antigone knows that proceeding with the burial will lead to her death 
sentence, and yet, in reply to Creon’s prohibition, Antigone claims that she is prepared 
pathein to deinon touto, which Heidegger translates as: “to take up into my own essence 
the uncanny that here and now appears.” (I: 103). This, for Heidegger, shows Antigone’s 
willingness to confront the uncanny core of her existence with calm resolve, no matter 
what the consequences may be (Botha 2011).
For Heidegger, Antigone’s answer reflects the spiritual transformation intrinsic to her 
experience of homelessness, a transformation that does not imply some “kitchy ‘beautiful 
death’” (GA 53: 128; I: 104). Antigone does not try to deal with that which overwhelms 
her (her death sentence) by means of violent actions, but rather, she deals with it calmly 
from within herself. For Heidegger, it is Antigone who truly takes it upon herself to become 
homely in her unhomeliness (GA 53: 134; I: 109), and she does this by means of her 
willingness to recognize and accept her own mortality – with a resoluteness that seems 
reminiscent of Heidegger’s characterisation thereof in Sein und Zeit. What enables Antigone 
to do this is, according to Heidegger, is her honouring of the ontological distance – her 
acceptance of the fact that she does not belong to someone or something, but rather to 
Being (Sein) itself (GA 53: 145, 147; I: 118, 120). 
This brief exposition of Heidegger’s understanding of homelessness and homecoming in 
the Ister lectures demonstrates his view that dwelling means “being at home” in the finitude 
of Being - in its perpetual presence and absence. Dwelling stands in contrast to the “flight” 
from Being that, as was previously mentioned, Heidegger finds unhelpful in most responses 
to nihilism, most especially because of their quest for certainty and control. Dwelling 
presents human being with a challenge of the deepest profundity, by exposing her to the 
responsibility of existing in a world without foundation.
This then allows one to better understand why it is that Heidegger can claim in the Brief 
über den Humanismus that his original ethics is more essential than the discipline called 
“ethics” because “…[m]ore essential than instituting rules is that human being find his way 
to his abode in the truth of Being.” (GA 9: 191; LoH 274, CFB).13 To find her way, human 
13 “Wesentlicher als alle Aufstellung von Regeln ist, daβ der Mensch zum Aufenthalt in die 
Wahrheit des Seins findet.”
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being needs to engage in what Heidegger calls “meditative thinking.” In his Memorial 
Address, Heidegger distinguishes between two kinds of thinking: “calculative thinking” and 
“meditative thinking” (G: 15; DT: 46). Meditative thinking does not mean being detached 
from reality - “floating unaware above reality” (G: 15; DT 46).14 Meditative thinking “does 
not just happen by itself any more than does calculative thinking” (G: 15; DT: 46-47).15 
Meditative thinking requires effort, commitment, determination, care, practice, but at the 
same time, it must “be able to bide its time, to await as does the farmer, whether the seed 
will come up and ripen” (G: 15; DT: 47).16
Heidegger also characterises the kind of thinking he advocates specifically as a deed. This 
“deed” is one that, for Heidegger, “surpasses all contemplation” and “all praxis” (GA 9: 191; 
LoH: 274). As such, Heidegger is not advocating an armchair passivity or a wilful action 
when he speaks of his original ethics, but rather an active engagement with the foundations 
upon which what we traditionally call “ethics” was built – the question of values. It still, 
however remains unclear as to what this could entail.
If one recalls that for Heidegger, “[e]very valuing, even where it values positively, is 
subjectivising. It does not let beings: be” (GA 9: 179; LoH: 265)17 then an attempt to 
understand what his original ethics might entail must necessarily include a consideration 
of the way of relating to Being that he calls Gelassenheit – “letting be.” Gelassenheit is 
proposed by Heidegger as an attitude that allows a release from a technological willing in 
its acknowledgement of the plurality and instability of Being. 
As I explained in Botha (2003: 199), for Heidegger, the technological attitude is one 
that controls and seizes – it “…reveals the world in a manner of a challenging forth 
(Herausfordern) and not in a manner of a bringing forth from concealment into 
unconcealment (her-vor-bringen).” The goal of technology is, as such, the limitless pursuit 
of efficiency and the exploitation of things in the world as mere resources. From the point 
of view of a technological attitude, the earth and its creatures are reduced to raw material. 
As Heidegger says, in the grip of the technological attitude, the world becomes a standing 
reserve where “…everything is ordered to stand by, to be immediately on hand, in deed to 
stand there just so that it may be on call for a further ordering.” (GA 7: 17; QT: 17, CFB).18 
For Heidegger, the most dangerous result of this view is that other human beings are also 
regarded as Bestand (Botha 2003). This is because, as Feenberg fittingly puts it: “No longer 
are individuals “commanding presences” for each other; they have become disposable 
14 “…schwebt doch unversehens über der Wirklichkeit”
15 “An dieser Ausrede ist nur das eine richtig, daβ ein besinnliches Denken sich so wenig von selbst 
ergibt wie das rechnende Denken.”
16 “Es muβ aber auch warten können wie der Landmann, ob die Saat aufgeht und zur Reife kommt.”
17 “Alle Werten ist, auch wo es positive wertet, eine Subjektivierung. Es läβt das Seiende nicht: 
sein…”
18 “Überall ist es bestellt, auf der Stelle zur Stelle zu stehen, und zwar zu stehen, um selbst bestellbar 
zu sein für ein weiteres Bestellen.”
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experiences that can be turned on and off like water from a faucet.” (Feenberg 1998:9). It is 
thus that, as an alternative way of revealing to that of the technological attitude, Heidegger 
advocates a “letting be.” “Letting be” means allowing things in the world to appear to us in a 
way that does not reduce them to mere stock for our own selfish projects. The connection 
between “letting be” and the analysis of Fürsorge that I provided previously is now clear, and 
so the suggestions that are made by both the early and the late Heidegger resonate in their 
rejection of dominance and wilfulness, and their evocation of the deep responsibility that 
Heidegger intends an authentic Dasein to take up in being being-with-others in the world. 
Most crucially, Heidegger characterises the attitude of Gelassenheit in such a way that the 
generally accepted opposition between activity and passivity can be overcome. As was 
previously mentioned, the meditative thinking that Heidegger advocates is intended as a 
deed, but this deed encompasses a conception of action that is much broader than the one 
that has dominated traditional Western thinking – it is, for him, no longer “philosophy” (GA 
9: 194; LoH: 276). From traditional philosophical perspectives, action has always been seen 
as a wilful reasoning. For Heidegger, this conception of action is what eventually flowers 
into the technological attitude. On the contrary, with “letting be” Heidegger is making a 
case for taking up a responsibility to otherness, but responsibility in his sense departs from 
a responsibility based upon rules and values that can be created and destroyed. 
Reading Heidegger in this way means that I concur with Vattimo (1993) who, as I mentioned 
in the Introduction, presents Nietzsche’s “overcoming” of nihilism as an overcoming that 
does not constitute a stage beyond it. As Vattimo explains, once the highest values have 
been devalued, we cannot pose new values that could be more authentic than the ones 
we have deposed, and so, there can be no simple overcoming of nihilism by means of a 
revaluation of values. Rather, the overcoming of nihilism requires for Vattimo (1988), the 
overcoming of the desire to overcome nihilism itself. As I mentioned in the Introduction, it 
is in this insight that Vattimo’s position can be aligned with what I think Heidegger intends 
with Gelassenheit.
Summary and Conclusion to the Chapter
In this chapter I have shown that Heidegger is able to develop a fruitful approach to ethics 
in spite of (or, in my view, precisely because of) his rejection of thinking in values. I began by 
examining some of the themes in the early Heidegger that lend themselves to developing 
an ethics without values including being-toward-death, care, thrownness; Mitsein, and 
authenticity, uniting all of these themes under the concept of resolute openness. I then 
considered two themes that emerge in his later thinking - dwelling and Gelassenheit. I 
have shown that his early thinking on resolute openness as well as his later suggestion of 
Gelassenheit can be read as complementary, and that both these aspects of Heidegger’s 
thinking allow for the development of an ethics that is able to escape the problems of a 
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wilful thinking in values. Heidegger does not develop yet another ethical theory, but rather 
dismantles the conventional concepts that have defined previous ethical enquiry - values. 
The aim of this chapter was, however, only to provide some preliminary indications as to 
how Heidegger’s thinking can lend itself to an ethics, and not to engage in an extended 
critical discussion of his suggestions. This is a significant task that I reserve for another 
occasion. Heidegger’s suggestions have been taken up with various degrees of success by 
subsequent theorists, with a number of so-called postmodern thinkers excising Heidegger’s 
“obsession” with the question of Being, but retaining his criticism of subjectivism and 
willing. The question to be addressed then is how the task for thinking that Heidegger 
bequeaths to us can be taken up, and allowed to fully flower.
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Conclusion
As mentioned in the Introduction, navigating the division between “what is” and “what 
ought to be” is a crucial issue that any philosophy of value (ethical or aesthetic) must 
address. The question of how German philosophers Friedrich Nietzsche and Martin 
Heidegger variously attempt to solve the problem of this relation between the “is” and the 
“ought” has been the focus of the current work.
I have shown how, as “physician of culture,” Nietzsche provides a radical critique of the 
“highest” (oberste) values – the religious, cognitive, aesthetic and moral values raised, in his 
view, to a questionable status. As part of this task, I have considered Nietzsche’s concepts 
of will to power and the eternal return. I have also attempted to understand Nietzsche’s 
conception of a value and his proposal of an “Umwerthung aller Werthe” as a remedy to 
the nihilism resulting from the highest values being devalued. Nietzsche’s thought aims to 
destroy the life-deprecating thinking of modernity and aims at preparing the way for a new, 
higher man. The way of being of these human beings of the future is envisaged as being 
both positive and creative - one that can escape nihilism and the shackles of “good and 
evil.” On the other hand, as I have shown, Heidegger’s thinking is aimed at recovering the 
forgotten concept of Being and so remains focused on an ontological problematic.
In developing a reading of Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche with regards to three 
of the key motifs that Heidegger identifies in Nietzsche’s thinking (the will to power, the 
eternal return and the revaluation of values), I have shown that despite the ostensible 
opposition between these thinkers when considering the question of value, Heidegger’s 
reading is significantly more nuanced than is often acknowledged. Acknowledging the 
shifting nature of Heidegger’s readings of Nietzsche and allowing the tension that emerges 
as a result of this ambivalence was certainly one of the aims of the current work. Yet, despite 
the points of confluence that arise, Heidegger cannot, I think, be accused of being a mere 
understudy to Nietzsche. Heidegger’s fundamental concern remains the question of Being 
and so value, a fundamental concept in Nietzsche’s thinking, is interpreted by Heidegger as 
only one way of revealing the concealed essentiality of Being. 
As I have explained, Heidegger and Nietzsche agree that human being cannot but value, 
and yet Heidegger faults Nietzsche for remaining caught up in value-thinking because of 
his view that values are created by the willing human being. For Heidegger, believing that 
values are given by human being generates the subjective-objective distinction between 
fact and value that eventually results in nihilism. In order to solve this problem, Heidegger 
sidesteps this distinction by locating value not in human being, but as something “given” to 
human being in her cultural locus.
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In Heidegger’s view, as I have demonstrated, value is not open to re-evaluation because 
it is something that cannot be created or invented, but rather something that is simply 
acknowledged. I have argued that this hermeneutic position (which is admittedly 
anticipated by Nietzsche) provides a more satisfying “solution” to the problem of the rift 
between Sein and Sollen. This was completed by exploring, in the fourth chapter, how 
his rejection of value thinking lends itself to an “ethics” - one which may be able to avoid 
the difficulties that emerge from a thinking in values. Although I have not engaged in a 
complete or critical discussion of Heidegger’s suggestions in this regard, it is clear that he 
provides the seeds for a radically different conception of how it is that human being can live 
in world with others in a way that is indeed ethically responsive.
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Summary
The problematic addressed in the current work is the question of value as it occurs in both 
the thinking of Friedrich Nietzsche and Martin Heidegger. 
In the introduction, the complexity of the confrontation that Heidegger initiates with his 
indictment of Nietzsche as so-called value-thinker is addressed, including a discussion of 
Heidegger’s oft-criticised use of Nietzsche’s unpublished works. The justification, aims and 
an overview of the argument to be presented is provided, and a discussion of a selection of 
some of the main secondary sources that are drawn upon is presented.
The first chapter then proceeds to provide a selective tracing of Heidegger’s view on values 
that precedes his sustained engagement with Nietzsche’s thinking in his Nietzsche-Buch. In 
order to demonstrate how Heidegger’s thinking on value develops in his prolonged and 
evolving “confrontation” with Nietzsche, the chapter shows how Heidegger’s attempt to 
dissolve the division between fact and value is already present in his earlier writings that do 
not deal specifically or directly with Nietzsche. Rather than providing a complete overview 
of Scheler’s theory of value, Heidegger’s critique of Scheler’s views of values is extracted 
from the work of Emad (1978, 1981), Frings (1969, 1992), Reiner (1997), Stikkers (1997) and 
Blosser (1997), with the aim of eventually using this critique to examine Heidegger’s critique 
of Nietzsche as value-thinker. I show that for Heidegger, thinking in values is problematic if: 
1) values are presented as predeterminations of things present-to-hand; 2) values are seen 
as having an a-historical, enduringly present character; 3) values are presented as having 
a specific ontological status; 4) values are seen as projections of a willing “subject”; and 5) 
values emanate from a method that is considered foundational.
In the second chapter, a discussion of Heidegger’s well-known (and admittedly highly 
problematic) treatment of Nietzsche’s thinking is interwoven with both his later 
interpretations of Nietzsche, as well as my own readings of selections from the Nietzschean 
texts that I deem relevant to showing up the problems in Heidegger’s evolving assessment. 
As part of the discussion, I include an outline and critical appreciation of Heidegger’s much-
contested Seinsgeschichte. The chapter demonstrates that Heidegger’s interpretation is 
not static, and certainly not limited to the assessment of the late thirties and early forties. 
In considering Heidegger’s treatment of Nietzsche in this chapter, I consider only two of 
the five keywords that Heidegger identifies in his assessment of Nietzsche to structure 
my investigation - the highly disputed concepts of will to power and eternal return. This 
is since, in my view, Heidegger’s interpretation of these two themes articulates the unity 
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he aims to show in Nietzsche’s writing with sufficient clarity, and because a complete and 
focused discussion of the other three motifs would require an extended treatment that 
is not essential to the focus of the current work. As such, the motifs of justice, nihilism 
and the Übermensch are included only as they relate to Heidegger’s characterisation of the 
other key words, and to my main focus – the question of value. I show how Heidegger reads 
Nietzsche’s philosophy as an answer to what he sees as the guiding question of philosophy 
“What is Being?” and how this results in a distortion of many aspects of Nietzsche’s writings. 
What is, however, shown in this chapter, is that Heidegger’s thinking on Nietzsche is not 
static, i.e. that Heidegger’s reception of these key motifs does exhibit significant changes 
over time, and, more significantly, that despite the fact that Heidegger’s reading is difficult 
to sustain in many respects, his reading remains insightful in a number of instances. 
Chapter 3, as the heart of the current work, then provides a focused examination of 
Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche in terms of the question of values and value thinking, 
with a special emphasis on the question of Nietzsche’s revaluation proposal. The chapter is 
divided into three sections, beginning with an introductory section that focuses primarily 
on developing my own reading of Nietzsche’s characterisation of values and valuation. 
As part of this section, I also consider the question of relativism as it is related to the 
Nietzschean conception of values. The second part of the chapter is devoted to unravelling 
the question of revaluation - the main focus of my investigation. My aim in this section 
is to attempt to understand what Nietzsche suggests when he proposes the revaluation 
as a response to nihilism, and to expose some of the difficulties and contradictions that 
arise as a result of the proposal, including a brief discussion of the “authority” problem. The 
third and final section of the chapter involves considering Heidegger’s five objections to 
value thinking identified in Chapter 1 in the light of the preceding exposition of Nietzsche’s 
thinking on values, valuation and revaluation. I conclude that using Heidegger’s criticisms 
of value thinking as a lens to examine Nietzsche’s proposal of a revaluation allows for a 
number of deficiencies in the Nietzschean approach to values and valuation to be revealed.
The fourth and final chapter provides the beginnings of a consideration of the question of 
whether Heidegger’s own thinking can in any way lend itself to the development of an ethics 
(or an aesthetics), despite his rejection of a thinking in values. It is my contention that in 
his dismissal of value-thinking, Heidegger is able to escape the difficulties of navigating the 
breach between Sein and Sollen in a way which Nietzsche cannot, and as such, the chapter 
attempts to develop an exploratory reading of Heidegger’s conception of Gelassenheit and 
related concepts in this regard.
The concluding chapter brings together the preceding analyses, summarizing the main 
points of the thesis: that despite the oftentimes violent and problematic nature of 
Heidegger’s assessment in many places, he is justified in his claim that Nietzsche’s reading 
is deficient in ignoring the reciprocal determination of each other by Being and value; that 
the ethical relevance of Heidegger’s work can be found precisely in his rejection of value-
thinking; and finally, that it is in his rejection of value thinking that Heidegger makes a 
significant contribution to philosophy. 
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Samenvatting
De problematiek die in dit onderzoek aangesneden wordt is de vraag naar waarden zoals 
deze voorkomt in het denken van Friedrich Nietzsche en Martin Heidegger.
De inleiding behandelt de complexiteit van de confrontatie die Heidegger aangaat met zijn 
beschuldiging aan het adres van Nietzsche dat deze laatste een zogenaamde waardedenker 
is, insluitend een bespreking van Heideggers vaak bekritiseerd gebruik van Nietzsches 
ongepubliceerd werk. De motivering, doelstellingen alsook een overzicht van het aan 
te voeren argument wordt gegeven en een selectie van sommige van de voornaamste 
gebruikte bronnen wordt besproken.
Het eerste hoofdstuk gaat verder met het selectief natrekken van Heideggers opvattingen 
over waarden voorafgaand aan zijn langdurig engagement met Nietzsches denken in zijn 
Nietzsche-Buch. Om aan te tonen hoe Heideggers denken over waarden zich ontwikkelt 
in zijn aanhoudende en evoluerende “confrontatie” met Nietzsche, laat het hoofdstuk 
zien hoe Heideggers poging om het onderscheid tussen feiten en waarden op te heffen 
reeds aanwezig is in zijn vroegere werken die niet specifiek of rechtstreeks over Nietzsche 
handelen. Eerder dan een volledig overzicht van Schelers theorie van waarden te geven, 
wordt Heideggers kritiek op Schelers opvattingen over waarden afgeleid uit het werk van 
Emad (1978, 1981), Frings (1969, 1992), Reiner (1997), Stikkers (1997) en Blosser (1997) 
met als doel deze kritiek eventueel te gebruiken om Heideggers kritiek op Nietzsche als 
waardedenker te onderzoeken. Ik toon aan dat denken in waarden problematisch is 
voor Heidegger als: 1) waarden gepresenteerd worden als voorbeschikkingen van dingen 
die voorhanden zijn ; 2) aan waarden een ahistorisch, voortdurend aanwezig karakter 
toegedicht wordt; 3) het voorgesteld wordt dat waarden een specifieke ontologische status 
hebben; 4) waarden beschouwd worden als projecties van een willend “subject”; en 5) 
waarden voortkomen uit een als funderend beschouwde methode. 
In het tweede hoofdstuk wordt een bespreking van Heideggers bekende (en, toegegeven, 
hoogst problematische) behandeling van Nietzsches denken verweven met zijn latere 
interpretaties van Nietzsche alsook mijn eigen lezing van selecties uit Nietzsches teksten 
die ik relevant acht om de problemen in Heideggers evoluerende beoordeling naar boven te 
brengen. Als onderdeel van de discussie, sluit ik een overzicht en een kritische beoordeling 
in van Heideggers veel bestreden Seinsgeschichte. Het hoofdstuk toont aan dat Heideggers 
interpretatie niet statisch is en zeker niet beperkt blijft tot zijn oordeel van de late jaren dertig 
en vroege jaren veertig. In de beschouwing van Heideggers behandeling van Nietzsche in 
dit hoofdstuk gebruik ik slechts twee van de vijf sleutelwoorden die Heidegger identificeert 
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in zijn beoordeling van Nietzsche om mijn onderzoek te structureren - de hoogst 
omstreden concepten van de wil tot macht en eeuwige wederkeer. De reden hiervoor is dat 
Heideggers interpretatie van deze twee thema’s, mijn inziens, voldoende helder de eenheid 
in Nietzsches werken articuleert die hij beoogt aan te tonen en omdat een volledige en 
gerichte bespreking van de drie andere motieven een uitgebreide behandeling zou vereisen 
die niet essentieel is voor de focus van dit onderzoek. Als zodanig worden de motieven van 
rechtvaardigheid, nihilisme en de Übermensch enkel ingesloten in zoverre zij betrekking 
hebben op Heideggers karakterisering van de andere sleutelwoorden en mijn hoofdfocus: 
de vraag naar waarden. Ik toon aan dat Heidegger Nietzsche’s filosofie leest als antwoord op 
wat hij als de leidende vraag van de filosofie beschouwt: “Wat is Zijn?”, en hoe dit resulteert 
in een vertekening van vele aspecten van Nietzsches werken. Wat echter aangetoond wordt 
in dit hoofdstuk is dat Heideggers denken over Nietzsche niet statisch is, d.i. dat Heideggers 
receptie van deze sleutelmotieven wel degelijk betekenisvolle veranderingen vertoont 
doorheen de tijd en, belangrijker nog, dat ondanks het feit dat Heideggers lezing in vele 
aspecten moeilijk vol te houden is, zijn lezing in een aantal instanties inzichtvol blijft.
Hoofstuk drie, de kern van deze studie, doet gericht onderzoek naar Heideggers 
Nietzschelezing in termen van de vraag naar waarden en waardedenken, met bijzondere 
nadruk op Nietzsches voorstel van de herwaardering van waarden. Het hoofdstuk is 
opgedeeld in drie secties en begint met een inleidende sectie die zich hoofdzakelijk richt 
op de ontwikkeling van mijn eigen lezing van Nietzsches karakterisering van waarden en 
waardering. Als deel van deze sectie overweeg ik ook de problematiek van relativisme 
omdat deze betrekking heeft op de nietzscheaanse conceptie van waarden. Het tweede 
deel van het hoofdstuk is gewijd aan het ontrafelen van de kwestie van de herwaardering, de 
hoofdfocus van mijn onderzoek. Het doel van deze sectie is om te proberen begrijpen wat 
Nietzsche suggereert wanneer hij herwaardering voorstelt als antwoord op het nihilisme, 
alsook om sommige problemen en tegenstrijdigheden bloot te leggen die ontstaan als 
resultaat van deze propositie, insluitend een korte bespreking van het autoriteitsprobleem. 
De derde en laatste sectie van het hoofdstuk sluit een overweging in van Heideggers vijf 
bezwaren tegen waardedenken, zoals geïdentificeerd in hoofdstuk een, in het licht van 
de voorafgaande uiteenzetting van Nietzsches denken over waarden, waardering en 
herwaardering. Ik concludeer dat het gebruik van Heideggers kritiek van waardedenken als 
een lens om Nietzsches voorstel van herwaardering te onderzoeken het mogelijk maakt 
een aantal gebreken in de nietzscheaanse benadering tot waarden en waardering bloot te 
leggen.
Het vierde en laatste hoofdstuk maakt een begin met een overweging van de vraag of 
Heideggers eigen denken zich enigszins leent tot het ontwikkelen van een ethiek (of 
esthetiek) ondanks zijn verwerping van de vraag van waarden. Mijn stelling is dat met 
zijn afwijzing van waardedenken, Heidegger in staat is te ontsnappen aan de problemen 
verbonden aan het navigeren van de breuk tussen Sein en Sollen op een manier waartoe 
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Nietzsche niet in staat is. Het hoofdstuk onderneemt in dit opzicht een verkennende lezing 
van Heideggers conceptie van Gelassenheit en gerelateerde concepten.
Het concluderende hoofdstuk brengt de voorafgaande analyses bij elkaar en vat de 
hoofdpunten van de thesis samen: dat ondanks de op vele plaatsen vaak gewelddadige 
en problematische aard van Heideggers beoordeling, zijn bewering gerechtvaardigd is 
dat Nietzsches lezing gebrekkig is omwille van het negeren van de wederzijdse bepaling 
van Zijn en waarden; dat de ethische relevantie van Heideggers werk juist kan gevonden 
worden in zijn afwijzing van waardedenken; en tot slot, dat het door zijn verwerping van 
waardedenken is dat Heidegger een belangrijke bijdrage levert aan de filosofie.
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